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NOTICE OF COMPLETION AND AVAILABILITY OF
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
NO. ENV-2011-675-EIR
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2011041094

To: Owners of Property and Occupants and other interested parties.
PROJECT NAME: Millennium Hollywood Project

SITE LOCATION: The Project Site is located at the following addresses in Los Angeles, CA 90028:
1720, 1722, 1724, 1730, 1740, 1745, 1749, 1750, 1751, 1753, 1760, 1762, 1764, 1766, 1768, 1770 N.
Vine Street; 6236, 6270, 6334 W. Yucca Street; 1733, 1741 N. Argyle Avenue; 1746, 1748, 1754, 1760,
1764 N. Ivar Avenue.

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was circulated for public review from October 25, 2012 1o
December 10, 2012. Comments received during the public review period and the City’s responses to
those comments can be found in the Final EIR. The Final EIR, together with the Draft EIR, and its
appendices, comprises the Final EIR as required under the California Environmental Quality Act.

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed development project includes the
construction of approximately 1,052,667 net square feet of new developed floor area. The historic
Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building are within the Project Site. These historic structures
would be preserved and maintained and are operating as office and music recording facilities under long
term lease. Including the existing approximately 114,303 square-foot Capitol Records Complex, the
Project would include a maximum of approximately 1,166,970 net square feet of floor area resulting in a
6:1 Floor Area Ratio averaged across the Project Site. The Project would also demolish and/or remove
the existing approximately 1,800 square foot rental car facility.



The Project would develop a mix of land uses, including some combination of residential dwelling units,
luxury hotel rooms, office and associated uses, restaurant space, health and fitness club uses, and retail
uses. To facilitate long-term buildout of the Project, the Applicant is seeking approval of a Development
Agreement. The Development Agreement would allow for development of the Project through 2035 and
embody the Project’s pre-defined limits regarding developable floor area, permitted land uses, design
guidelines, and site-specific development standards, which would collectively control the scale and
massing of the Project. The Project would also implement an Equivalency Program to provide
development flexibility for the future demands of the market and economy. The Equivalency Program
would define a framework within which permitted land uses and square footages could be exchanged for
certain other permitted uses so long as the limitations of the program are satisfied and no additional
environmental impacts occur above those studied in this EIR.

ENTITLEMENT REQUESTS: The Project would require the following discretionary actions: (1)
Development Agreement to establish development parameters on the Project Site; (2) Vesting Tentative
Tract Map for the mixed-use development components; (3) Vesting Zone Change from C4 Zone to the C2
Zone (to permit a Sports Club use); (4) Height District Change to remove the D Development limitation;
(5) Conditional Use Permit for the limited sale and on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live
entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified development; (6) Vesting Conditional Use
Permit for a hotel within 500 feet of an R Zone; (7) Variance for sports club parking, and for restaurants
with outdoor eating areas above the ground floor; (8) City Planning Commission Authority for Reduced
On-Site Parking with Remote Off-site Parking or Transportation Alternatives to allow for shared
parking/reduced on-site parking; (9) Demolition, grading, excavation, and foundation permits; (10) Haul
route approval; (11) Community Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles approval through the
Designated Local Authority or by the City Planning Department through transfer of authority to permit a
floor area ratio in excess of 4.5:1; and (12) any other discretionary actions or approvals that may be
required to implement the Project.

DOCUMENT REVIEW: If you wish to review a copy of the Final EIR or the documents referenced in
the Final EIR, you may do so at the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, at 200 N. Spring
Street, City Hall, Los Angeles, CA, Room 750. Copies of the Final EIR are also available at the
following Library Branches:

1. Frances Howard Goldwyn-Hollywood Regional Library, 1623 N. Ivar Avenue, Hollywood, CA
90028

2. Will and Ariel Durant Branch Library, 7140 W, Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90046
3. John C. Fremont Branch Library, 6121 Melrose Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90038

4. Los Angeles Central Library, 630 W. 5th Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071



The Final EIR is also available online at the Department of City Planning’s website
[(http://cityplanning.lacity.org/ (click on “Environmental” and then “Final Environmental Impact
Reports™)]. The Final EIR can be purchased on cd-rom for $7.50 per copy. Contact Srimal
Hewawitharana of the City of Los Angeles at (213) 978-1359 to purchase one.

Michael J. LoGrande
Director of Planning

Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist I
Environmental Analysis Section
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose

Before approving a project, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the lead agency to
prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR). The contents of a Final EIR are
specified in Section 15132 of the CEQA Statute and Guidelines, as follows:

The Final EIR shall consist of:
(€] The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Revised Draft EIR either verbatim or in
summary.

(©) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Revised Draft
EIR.

() The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process.

(e Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

The evaluation and response to public comments is an important part of the CEQA process as it allows
the following: (1) the opportunity to review and comment on the methods of analysis contained within the
Draft EIR; (2) the ability to detect any omissions which may have occurred during preparation of the
Draft EIR; (3) the ability to check for accuracy of the analysis contained within the Draft EIR; (4) the
ability to share expertise; and (5) the ability to discover public concerns.

B. Process

As defined by Section 15050 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department is
the Lead Agency for the Project. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated on April
28, 2011 through May 31, 2011 for the required 30-day review period.

The public review period for the Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project was October 25, 2012
to December 10, 2012, for a 45-day review period.

Comments on the Draft EIR were received during the comment period, and those comments are set forth
and are responded to in this Final EIR.

The Draft EIR and this Final EIR will be submitted to the Planning Commission and City Council for
requested certification and action on the Project.

Millennium Hollywood Project I. Introduction
Final Environmental Impact Report Page I-1
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C. Organization of the Final EIR

Together with the Draft EIR, this document constitutes the Final EIR for the Project and includes the
following sections:

Section 1. Introduction: This section provides an introduction to the Final EIR.

Section Il. List of Commenters: This section includes a list of the persons and agencies who submitted
comments on the Draft EIR.

Section I1l. Responses to Comments: This section includes responses to each of the comments
submitted by persons and agencies listed in Section I1.

Section 1V. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR: This section provides corrections and
additions to the Draft EIR, based on comments received during and after the public review period and
based on staff-initiated text changes.

Section V. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: This section includes all of the mitigation
measures identified to reduce or avoid environmental impacts of the project and notes the monitoring
phase, the enforcement phase, and the applicable department or agency responsible for ensuring that each
mitigation measure is implemented.

Appendices: The appendices to this document include copies of all the comments received on the Draft
EIR and additional information cited to support the responses to comments.

D. Review and Certification of the Final EIR

Consistent with State law (Public Resources Code 21092.5), responses to agency comments are being
forwarded to each commenting agency more than 10 days prior to the public hearing. In addition, at the
same time responses are being distributed to all commenters who provided an address.

The Final EIR is available for public review at the following locations:

Srimal Hewawitharana

City of Los Angeles

Department of City Planning

200 Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Telephone: (213) 978-1359

E-Mail: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Millennium Hollywood Project I. Introduction
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Central Library
630 W. 5th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90071

Frances Howard Goldwyn-Hollywood Regional Branch Library
1623 N. Ivar Avenue
Hollywood, CA 90028

John C. Fremont Branch Library
6121 Melrose Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90038

Will and Ariel Durant Branch Library
7140 W. Sunset Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90046

The Final EIR is also available online at the Department of City Planning’s website
[http://planning.lacity.org/ (click on “Environmental” and then “Final EIR”)]. The Final EIR can be
purchased on cd-rom for $7.50 per copy. Contact Srimal Hewawitharana of the City of Los Angeles at
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org to purchase one.

Millennium Hollywood Project I. Introduction
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Il. LIST OF COMMENTERS

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning received a total of 105 comment letters on the
Draft EIR. Each comment letter has been assigned a corresponding number, and distinct comments
within each comment letter are also numbered. For example, comment letter “1” is from the State
Clearinghouse and Office of Planning and Research. The comments in this letter are numbered “1-1”, “1-
2”7, %1-3”, etc.

The agencies and organizations/persons listed below provided written comments on the Draft EIR to the
City of Los Angeles during and after the formal public review period, which was from October 25, 2012
to December 10, 2012. Copies of the comments are included in Appendix A to this document.

Public Agencies

1. State Clearinghouse and Office of Planning and Research (#1) on December 11, 2012

2. State Clearinghouse and Office of Planning and Research (#2) on December 12, 2012

3. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) on December 10, 2012

4. Council Office of Eric Garcetti on November 2, 2012

5. Metro (Scott Hartwell, CEQA Review Coordinator) on November 6, 2012

6. Native American Heritage Commission (Dave Singleton, Program Analyst) on October 29, 2012
7. South Coast Air Quality Management District on December 11, 2012

8. Southern California Association of Governments on December 10, 2012

Neighborhood Councils, Homeowners Associations, Private Organizations
9. AMDA on December 10, 2012

10. Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association on November 1, 2012
11. Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council on November 21, 2012
12. Hollywood Dell Civic Association (#1) on December 6, 2012

13. Hollywood Dell Civic Association (#2) on December 6, 2012

14. Hollywood Heritage on December 10, 2012

15. Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#1) on November 30, 2012

Millennium Hollywood Project I1. List of Commenters
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16. Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2) on December 10, 2012
17. Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (#1) on December 8, 2012
18. Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (#2) on December 9, 2012
19. Los Angeles Conservancy on December 10, 2012

20. Montalban Foundation on December 4, 2012

21. Oaks Homeowners Association on December 10, 2012
22. Sunset Hills Homeowners Association on December 11, 2012
Individuals

23. Abrahams, George on December 4, 2012
24. Anderson, Robert on December 10, 2012
25. Baumgart, Ted on December 10, 2012

26. Becklund, Laurie on October 29, 2012

27. Brackett, Alan on December 10, 2012

28. Brosseau, Deborah on November 12, 2012
29. Caplan, Randi on December 9, 2012

30. Carey, Sabine on December 10, 2012

31. Clark, George on December 9, 2012

32. Clark, Josephine and Bryan on December 8, 2012
33. Clements, Chip on December 10, 2012
34. Conrad, Jack (#1) on December 8, 2012
35. Conrad, Jack (#2) on December 11, 2012
36. Conti, Fabio on December 4, 2012

37. Coviello, Gail on December 8, 2012

Millennium Hollywood Project I1. List of Commenters
Final Environmental Impact Report Page I1-2



City of Los Angeles February 2013

38. D’Antonio, Joanne on December 9, 2012
39. de Varennes, Monigue on December 9, 2012
40. Dillard, Joyce on December 10, 2012

41. Drabeck, Katrina on December 10, 2012
42. Duke, Olivia (#1) on December 10, 2012
43. Duke, Olivia (#2) on December 11, 2012
44, Dyer, Brian on December 10, 2012

45, England, Suzanne on November 30, 2012
46. Ferry, Emily on October 27, 2012

47. Folb, Brian on December 6, 2012

48. Geoghan, Jim (#1) on December 4, 2012
49, Geoghan, Jim (#2) on December 8, 2012
50. Gerger, Terri on December 11, 2012

51. Goldstein, Jeffrey on December 10, 2012
52. Goodwin, John on December 9, 2012

53. Green, Wendy on December 6, 2012

54, Gregorian, Lucy on December 10, 2012
55. Hallinan, Eda on December 9, 2012

56. Hodous, Barbara on December 10, 2012
57. Holmes, Mary on December 6, 2012

58. Iles, Alexa on December 6, 2012

59. Jordon, David on December 10, 2012

60. Kahana, Tal on December 10, 2012

Millennium Hollywood Project I1. List of Commenters
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61. Katz, Dean on December 10, 2012

62. Kruse, Ziggy (#1) on December 4, 2012

63. Kruse, Ziggy (#2) on December 10, 2012

64. Kuhrt, Stacey on November 29, 2012

65. Ledding, Mary on December 10, 2012

66. Lond, Harley (#1) on November 15, 2012

67. Lond, Harley (#2) on December 10, 2012

68. Manzo, Nita on December 10, 2012

69. Mason, Jean Clyde on December 11, 2012
70. McDonough, Barbara on December 8, 2012
71. Morrow, Michael on December 10, 2012

72. Negri, Patti on December 7, 2012

73. Nelson, Todd on December 11, 2012

74. Page, Barb on December 10, 2012

75. Phillips, Suzanne on December 9, 2012

76. Poole, Nancy Carla on December 9, 2012

77. Reichenbach, Fran (#1) on December 4, 2012
78. Reichenbach, Fran (#2) on December 4, 2012
79. Reichenbach, Fran (#3) on December 6, 2012
80. Reznik, Benjamin (#1) on December 6, 2012
81. Reznik, Benjamin (#2) on December 10, 2012
82. Rosby, Lois on December 10, 2012

83. Rosenfeld, Jack on December 7, 2012

Millennium Hollywood Project I1. List of Commenters
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84. Rosenthal, Jamie on December 10, 2012
85. Sanjurjo, Erik on November 30, 2012
86. Schoenfeldt, Jay on December 5, 2012
87. Schwab, Christof on December 9, 2012
88. Shelton, Marty on December 9, 2012
89. Shepodd, Lynn on December 8, 2012
90. Shontz, Lexis on November 7, 2012
91. Smith, Craig on December 10, 2012
92. Smith, Jimmie on November 4, 2012
93. Smith, MD Sam on December 6, 2012
94. Tabor, Maureen on December 9, 2012
95, Tager, Alisa on December 9, 2012
96. Thaler, Scott (#1) on December 9, 2012
97. Thaler, Scott (#2) on December 9, 2012
98. Thaler, Scott (#3) on December 11, 2012
99, Thoelke, Scott on December 10, 2012
100.  Turner, David on December 8, 2012
101.  Van Zyl, Jennifer and Rudy on December 9, 2012
102.  Vinitsky, Ellen on October 28, 2012
103.  Westbrook, Yvonne on December 9, 2012
104.  Whitm, Judith on December 10, 2012
Received After the Public Review Period Closed
105.  Melrose Hill Neighborhood Association on February 1, 2013
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I1l. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
A. TOPICAL RESPONSES

During the comment period, the Lead Agency received a number of comments that make common claims
and raise similar environmental issues. The Final EIR responds to all comments that were received
during the comment period. The topical responses below (Topical Responses) are designed to provide a
general and topical response to common themes presented in the comment letters, and thereby reduce the
redundancy of responding to each common comment individually with the same response. Accordingly,
the individual responses to each comment submitted will occasionally reference back to these Topical
Responses.

This Final EIR presents the following Topical Responses:
1. Draft EIR Review Period Extension Request

Several comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding extending the comment period. In
accordance with the CEQA requirements outlined below, a 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR
began on October 25, 2012, and ended on December 10, 2012. With respect to the public review period
for a Draft EIR under CEQA, the California Public Resources Code, Section 21091(a) states:

The public review period for a draft environmental impact report may not be less than 30 days. If
the draft environmental impact report is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review, the
review period shall be at least 45 days, and the lead agency shall provide a sufficient number of
copies of the document to the State Clearinghouse for review and comment by state agencies.

In addition, Section 15105(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states:

The public review period for a draft EIR shall not be less than 30 days nor should it be longer
than 60 days except under unusual circumstances. When a draft EIR is submitted to the State
Clearinghouse for review by state agencies, the public review period shall not be less than 45
days, unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the State Clearinghouse.

Finally, Section 15203 of the State CEQA Guidelines, addresses “Adequate Time for Review and
Comment” and states:

The Lead Agency shall provide adequate time for other public agencies and members of the
public to review and comment on a draft EIR or Negative Declaration that it has prepared.

It also provides that:

Public agencies may establish time periods for review in their implementing procedures and shall
notify the public and reviewing agencies of the time for receipt of comments on EIRs. These time
periods shall be consistent with applicable statutes, the State CEQA Guidelines, and applicable
Clearinghouse review periods.

Millennium Hollywood Project I11.A. Responses to Comments - Topical Responses
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Just prior to the public review period for the Draft EIR, a Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR was sent
to owners, occupants within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site, as well as interested parties, and those
who requested notification. The Notice of Availability was also published in the Los Angeles Times on
October 25, 2012. At the beginning of the public review period, CD copies of the Draft EIR were
provided to persons that attended the scoping meeting for the Project, persons that commented on the
Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR, interested parties, and numerous public agencies. As of October
25, 2012, the Draft EIR was also made available for public review at three local libraries, at the City of
Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Council Offices (both City Hall and the field offices), and the
City Clerk’s Office. In addition, the Draft EIR was also available for review on the City’s website.
Copies of the Draft EIR were also submitted to the State Clearinghouse.

With regard to the size of the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR is comprised of seven volumes, including two
volumes comprising the impact analysis sections of the Draft EIR and five volumes that comprise the
technical appendices. The technical appendices are largely comprised of technical modeling runs and
data. The size of the Draft EIR does exceed the 300-page guideline set forth in Section 15141 of the State
CEQA Guidelines. However, the size of the Draft EIR is comparable to other Draft EIRs prepared for
large-scale projects within the City of Los Angeles.

In addition, Section I, Introduction/Summary, of the Draft EIR, provides a comprehensive summary of the
Draft EIR that includes a description of the Project, a summary of the environmental impacts and
mitigation measures for each environmental issue evaluated within the Draft EIR, and an overview of the
alternatives to the Project that were evaluated. Also note that the page guideline for Draft EIRs provided
in Section 15141 of the CEQA Guidelines is the original recommendations from 1970, when CEQA was
first enacted, and has not been revised to reflect the fact that the analytical requirements for EIRs have
expanded substantially over the last four decades.

Although CEQA allows for time extensions to the standard 45-day comment period, CEQA does not
require such extensions, and such extensions are at the discretion of the Lead Agency. As described
above, the Draft EIR has been made available for widespread review and has been easily accessible by the
public. Moreover, the City has received 105 comment letters from the public, which indicates that a
substantial number of public agencies and members of the public reviewed and commented on the Draft
EIR within the statutory timeframe. Thus, the City, as Lead Agency, has determined that the 45-day
public comment period was consistent with both the letter and intent of CEQA.

Specifically, on December 5, 2012, Michael LoGrande, Director of City Planning, wrote a letter that
stated in part:

However, upon further review, it has been decided that an extension will not be warranted.
Therefore, the public comment period will not be extended to 60 days and the comment period
will end on December 10, 2012, as stated on the Notice of Availability/Completion of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report, dated October 25, 2012.

Millennium Hollywood Project I11.A. Responses to Comments - Topical Responses
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Although the statutory review time for the Draft EIR has closed, the public will have several opportunities
to provide comments regarding the Project during the upcoming public hearing process. Based on the
above, the City of Los Angeles fully complied with the CEQA statutory time requirements for public
review and notification of the Draft EIR for the Project.

The comments requesting an extension of the comment period are noted and have been incorporated into
the Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision-makers prior to any action on the Project.

2. AESTHETICS
2A. Views of the Capitol Records Building

Several comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding how the Project could affect views of the
Capitol Records Building from the street level, as well as from vantage points located in the Hollywood
Hills. Section IV.A.1 in the Draft EIR includes a detailed analysis of potential view impacts (both from a
focal view and panoramic view perspective) on the Capitol Records Building. In addition, the Draft
EIR’s analysis of the Project’s potential aesthetics impacts is supported by an Aesthetics Impacts Report,
which was prepared by Roschen Van Cleve Architects and is included as Appendix IV.A of the Draft
EIR, which presents additional evidence regarding the Project’s potential aesthetic impacts on the Capitol
Records Building. As further discussed below, the Draft EIR and the Aesthetics Impacts Report conclude
that the Project only has a significant impact on one focal view perspective (i.e., View 6) of the Capitol
Records Building. The Draft EIR also concludes that the Project would have a less than significant
impact on views of the Capitol Records Building from panoramic view perspectives from the Hollywood
Hills. The information below, and in the Draft EIR, further supports these conclusions.

To be aesthetically sensitive to the Capitol Records Building, the Project has been designed with setbacks
and view corridors necessary to honor and highlight the Capitol Records Building. Specifically, the
Millennium Hollywood Project Development Regulations: Guidelines and Standards (included as
Appendix 11 to the Draft EIR) in Section 1.2.2(b) state that one of the objectives of the Project is to:

Preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol Records Building by
creating grade level open space / civic plazas on the East Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and
Capitol Records Building and West Site across from the Capitol Records Building.

To illustrate how the Project design preserves view corridors to the Capitol Records Building, the Draft
EIR includes Figure 1VV.A.1-10, Capitol Records View Corridors. This figure illustrates that there are
three wide view corridors, which allow the Capitol Records Building to be visible even after development
of the Project. The corridors are generally along Hollywood Boulevard west of Vine Street; generally
along the Hollywood Freeway east of Argyle Avenue; and generally along the Hollywood Freeway west
of Vine Street. In addition, the Draft EIR includes several figures (Figures I1-9, Conceptual Architectural
Rendering of the Project looking West along Argyle Avenue, 11-10, Conceptual Architectural Rendering
of the Project looking North from Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street, and Il-11, Conceptual

Millennium Hollywood Project I11.A. Responses to Comments - Topical Responses
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Architectural Rendering of the Project looking East from Vine Street) that show how the Capitol Records
Building remains visible from adjacent streets, including Argyle Avenue, the intersection of Hollywood
Boulevard and Vine Street, and Vine Street. These images demonstrate how the Project is aesthetically
compatible with the Capitol Records Building and how it has been used as a centerpiece of the Project’s
design.

As thoroughly discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project can be implemented in a variety of height and
massing permutations. The Draft EIR presents numerous view simulations (as shown in Figure IV.A.1-
11 through Figure 1V.A.1-20) that disclose the level of aesthetic impacts and view obstructions that could
occur if the Project was developed at any of the proposed height and massing scenarios. These various
view simulations indicate that there are no development scenarios that would fully block views of the
Capitol Records Building from the street-level perspectives, especially at the Hollywood Boulevard and
Vine Street intersection.

Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have less than significant visual obstruction
impacts to focal views of the Capitol Records Building according to the 550-foot-high and 585-foot-high
massing envelopes. To present the most conservative analysis, and in accordance with the aesthetic
elements of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the Draft EIR also concludes that the Project would result
in a significant visual obstruction of the Capitol Records Building when viewed from the corner of
Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street according to the 220-foot high and 400-foot high massing
envelopes, which create more bulk (and thereby view obstruction of the Capitol Records Building) at the
street level.

The Draft EIR also contains mitigation measures to ensure the Project is developed in a manner consistent
with the aesthetic images and environmental impact analysis contained in the Draft EIR. These measures
ensure preservation of valued focal views of the Capitol Records Building. Specifically, Mitigation
Measure A.1-2 is included in the Draft EIR to ensure that the Development Regulations are implemented
and enforced as the Project is developed. It states that:

The Project shall be developed in conformance with the Millennium Hollywood Development
Standards, including, but not limited to, the Density Standards, the Building Height Standards,
the Tower Massing Standards, and Building and Streetscape Standards. Prior to construction,
Site Plans and architectural drawings shall be submitted to the Department of City Planning to
assess compatibility with the Development Standards.

2B. Views of the HOLLYWOOD Sign

Several comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding how the Project could affect views of the
HOLLYWOOD Sign. The Draft EIR analyzes view impacts on the HOLLYWOOD Sign within the
context of the visual character of the area surrounding the Project. The Draft EIR contains images and
view simulations that illustrate how the Project integrates with the existing visual environment. From
these images, it is clear that views of the HOLLYWOOD Sign from areas around the Project are often

Millennium Hollywood Project I11.A. Responses to Comments - Topical Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page I11.A-4



City of Los Angeles February 2013

seen in conjunction with other urban elements and within the wider view perspectives that include the
Hollywood Hills as a topographical backdrop. In its existing condition, the immediate Project area offers
only intermittent and partially obstructed views of the HOLLYWOOD Sign due to existing buildings and
urban fabric surrounding the Project Site.

In particular, the Draft EIR illustrates this intermittent type of view of the HOLLYWOOD Sign in View
8, shown in Figure IV.A.1-18, Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings, of the Draft EIR, which depicts
the existing view from Sunset Boulevard a few blocks south of the Project Site. From this location the
Project Site is less visually prominent; however it was selected for evaluation as a representative view of
an area from which the HOLLYWOOD Sign is visible at the street level. As shown in Views 8(a) and
8(b), in Figure IV.A.1-18, development on the West Site would potentially block the HOLLYWOOD
Sign. It should be noted, however, that this is only one of many areas where the HOLLYWOOD Sign is
visible from sidewalk vantage points in the Hollywood area. These types of view perspectives are
momentary and experienced as a pedestrian walks along streets in in the vicinity of the Project. The view
perspective changes constantly as the pedestrian walks along the street and intermittent views of the
HOLLYWOOD Sign come into and out of the pedestrian viewshed experience. These types of view
perspectives are not considered prominent public viewing locations for the HOLLYWOOD Sign.
Nonetheless, the Draft EIR includes analysis of these view perspectives to fully disclose potential
aesthetic impacts to the valued visual character of the area around the Project.

As the Draft EIR points out, even under existing conditions, there is only a sliver view of the sign from
this vantage point and it is flanked by existing urban structures, which represents the typical urban
character of the existing aesthetic environment in the vicinity of the Project Site. The visibility of the
HOLLYWOOD Sign within this contextual urban background would still remain visible from
intermittent fixed locations within the urban landscape for pedestrians walking along Sunset Boulevard in
this vicinity. Furthermore, since the Development Regulations mandate smaller floor-plates for the
towers above 220 feet above grade, the taller tower scenarios would increase the visibility of the sign
because the towers become narrower as the tower heights increase. As shown in conceptual Views 8(c)
and 8(d), the HOLLYWOOD Sign is not obstructed at all by the Project with taller towers that cover a
smaller portion of the Project Site area.

2C.  Views of Hollywood from the Hollywood Hills

Several comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding how the Project would affect views of
Hollywood from the Hollywood Hills. The Draft EIR analyzes this issue in detail and includes an entire
section (with multiple view simulations) dedicated to the analysis of scenic vista views from the
Hollywood Hills into the Los Angeles Basin. Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would
have a less than significant impact on scenic vistas.

The Draft EIR’s description of the existing environmental setting recognizes that the Hollywood Hills rise
to an elevation of approximately 1,000 feet above sea level and, as such, afford long-range panoramic
views of the Hollywood area and Los Angeles Basin to the south. As shown in Figure IV.A.1-11,
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Conceptual Visual Simulation Renderings — View 1, of the Draft EIR, the Capitol Records Building is
visible and is one of many historic structures at the predominately 150-foot height datum that
characterizes many structures along Hollywood Boulevard in the Project vicinity. In this context,
development of the Project, especially at the 550 and 585-foot high massing envelope, would result in
two prominent high-rise buildings that would alter the skyline and potentially impact existing views of
other high-rise structures such as The W Hotel and Residences complex (approximately 150 feet above
grade), the Taft Building (approximately 150 feet above grade), the Guarantee Building (approximately
150 feet above grade), the Knickerbocker Hotel (approximately 124 feet above grade), the Hollywood
Equitable Building (147 feet above grade), and the Sunset Media Tower (approximately 310 feet above
grade) from certain vantage points. Views of the Capitol Records Building would be unobstructed from
most vantage points from the north, as the Capitol Records Building is situated in the north of the Project
Site and would not be obstructed by the new structures which are situated to the south on the Project’s
East Site.

To illustrate the Project’s potential impacts, the Draft EIR includes Figure IV.A.1-20, Conceptual Visual
Simulation Renderings — View 10, which is a representative scenic view from the Hollywood Hills Hotel
and is characteristic of both public and private views that exist from vantage points to the northwest of the
Project Site. This location provides a scenic panoramic view of the Hollywood area and the Los Angeles
Basin, and demonstrates the urbanized context of the Basin-wide views from vistas in the Hollywood
Hills. The Capitol Records Building is visible within the skyline, but its prominence is limited by
viewing distance and the numerous structures that occupy the skyline. From this vantage point, the
Project would block the existing view of the Capitol Records Building, as the West Site is positioned
directly in line with the Capitol Records Building. The Project’s new structures would become the focal
point of the skyline, as they would be considerably higher than the surrounding buildings, especially since
the field of view primarily includes the area north of Franklin Avenue. While the Project would alter this
existing vista view, it would not otherwise block or materially detract from the panoramic vista view of
the Hollywood Area and Los Angeles Basin. For these reasons the Draft EIR concludes that the Project’s
potential to obstruct broader long-range panoramic views would be considered less than significant.

In addition, the Draft EIR contains the Aesthetics Impacts Report, which was prepared by Roschen Van
Cleve Architects and is included as Appendix IVV.A of the Draft EIR. It provides additional technical
evidence regarding the potential impacts the Project could have on views from the Hollywood Hills. In
particular it states that:

The existing scenic vistas from the Hollywood Hills are a diverse expanse of urban Los Angeles,
which should be described as a basin wide perspective. These views include multiple urban
centers such as downtown, Century City and the Wilshire corridor. The full texture and fabric of
these views involves high-rise, low rise and single-family neighbors combining into an
architecturally diverse picture of the Los Angeles Basin. The texture and fabric of the Project is
consistent with this basin view and will add urban figure and form in balance with the other
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urban centers represented in the scenic vista views of the Los Angeles Basin from viewpoints in
the Hollywood Hills.

Based on this evidence, the view simulations contained in the Draft EIR, and detailed impact analysis, the
Draft EIR concludes that development of the Project in accordance with the Development Regulations
would result in a less than significant visual impact related to obstruction of visual resources from scenic
vantage points located within the Hollywood Hills.

2D. Nighttime Lighting and Daytime Glare

Several comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding how the Project would create nighttime
lighting pollution and daytime lighting glare. The Draft EIR analyzes this issue within the context of
adjacent uses and the relatively high level of existing ambient light in the urban area surrounding the
Project.

Nighttime Lighting

The Draft EIR establishes that the existing conditions around the Project Site have relatively high levels
of nighttime lighting. The predominant sources of lighting are from vehicle headlights and streetlights on
surrounding streets, architectural lighting, security lighting, and building illumination. The Project would
introduce new lighting sources. With respect to outdoor illumination, the Project would promote an
active pedestrian environment with public open space, plazas, and mid-block pedestrian linkages that
require adequate lighting. The Project will also include at-grade entrances to the parking garages that will
require adequate illumination and directional signage. Thus, the Project will generate new sources of
exterior lighting to provide for an active and safe pedestrian environment. As analyzed in the Draft EIR,
the Project does not include an intensive lighting program or off-site advertising components that require
high-intensity lighting. Furthermore, the Project would be required to comply with the lighting power
requirements in the California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 6, and
design interior and exterior lighting such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves the Project Site. To
further reduce the potential impacts of nighttime lighting, the Project would also be required to meet or
exceed exterior lighting levels and uniformity ratios for lighting using the following strategies:

1. Shield all exterior luminaries or provide cutoff luminaires per Section 123 (b) of the California
Energy Code;

2. Contain interior lighting within each source;

3. Allow no more than .01 horizontal lumen foot-candles to escape 15 feet beyond the Site
boundary; and

4. Automatically control exterior lighting dusk to dawn to turn off or lower light levels during
inactive periods.
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Accordingly, the Draft EIR concludes that compliance with the provisions stated in the Los Angeles
Municipal Code and Green Building Code related to signage guidelines and exterior illumination
standards to reduce light pollution would reduce the Project’s impacts regarding nighttime lighting to a
less than significant level.

In addition, Section 9.5 of the Development Regulations contains site-specific Lighting Standards.
Pursuant to Subsection 9.5.1, lighting located at the perimeter of each parcel is required to supplement the
street lighting. Its purpose is to improve color rendering, fill in shadows, light pedestrians’ faces,
articulate the building base-level facades, reinforce the residential and pedestrian character of the
development and adjoining neighborhoods, increase security, and visually activate the nighttime
streetscape. Lighting for this purpose shall be energy efficient, attractive, and easy to maintain.

To further ensure the Project complies with the Building Code requirements, the Draft EIR also includes
Mitigation Measure A.1-3, which requires the Project’s lighting be in conformance with the lighting
requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to reduce light pollution. That mitigation
measure states:

The Project shall include low-level directional lighting at ground, open terrace and tower levels
of the exterior of the proposed structures to ensure that architectural, parking and security
lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential properties. The Project’s lighting shall be in
conformance with the lighting requirements of the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code to
reduce light pollution.

Daytime Glare

The Draft EIR explains that glare in the Project area is currently generated by reflective materials on
existing buildings and from vehicles passing on the surrounding streets. Further, substantial glare is
currently present on the Project Site since it consists primarily of an un-shaded paved surface parking lot
occupied with vehicles during the day. However, the extent of the daytime glare effect is limited to the
ground surface level. The Project would include a high-rise development constructed of glass and other
architectural materials that may be reflective, and contribute to new sources of glare. However, impacts
associated with glare could be reduced to less than significant levels with the implementation of
Mitigation Measure A.1-4, which states:

The Project’s facades and windows shall be constructed or treated with low-reflective materials
such that glare impacts on surrounding residential properties and roadways are minimized.

3. AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
3A. Construction Dust

A number of comments received on the Draft EIR reflect concern with respect to potential air quality and
dust impacts caused by the Project during construction activities. Specifically, a few comments have
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been directly related to fugitive dust, and in particular, the potential for dust to accumulate on nearby
properties and cars during the construction of the Project. As described in Section 1V.B.1-1, Air Quality,
of the Draft EIR, the Project’s construction impacts were assessed on a regional and localized basis in
accordance with the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) methodology and
thresholds of significance. A discussion of localized construction air quality impacts, which includes a
quantified modeled analysis for particulate matter (PMyo) and fine particulate matter (PM,s) emissions
during construction can be found starting on page 1V.B.1-43 of the Draft EIR. As summarized in Table
IV.B-14, Localized On-Site Daily Construction Emissions - Unmitigated, the Proposed Project’s
unmitigated construction related air quality emissions are anticipated to be below the threshold of
significance for both PMyy and PM,s, respectively. Under the mitigated scenario (see Table 1V.B.1-15),
the Project’s construction-related PMy, and PM, s emissions are further reduced to below significance.
This is in large part due to the fact that the Proposed Project is required to comply with the SCAQMD’s
Rule 403, which requires the project contractors to implement best available control measures to mitigate
fugitive dust. Compliance with Rule 403 is mandatory for all construction projects within the South
Coast Air Basin. As such, compliance with Rule 403 was assumed in the Project’s unmitigated and
mitigated scenarios. As detailed at the end of Section IV.B.1-1, Air Quality, Mitigation Measure B.1-1
would reduce fugitive dust impacts to the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, the best available
control measures under Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, are as follows:

e Use watering to control dust generation during demolition of structures or break-up of pavement;
e Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily;

o Cover stockpiles with tarps or apply non-toxic chemical soil binders;

e Limit vehicle speed on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour;

o Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging areas;

e Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the Site;

e Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 miles per
hour over a 30-minute period or more; and

e An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that identifies the
permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and receive information
about the construction project or to report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust
generation. Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt.

All of these control measures are proposed as part of the Project and would be effective in reducing
potential construction related fugitive dust impacts to the maximum extent feasible.
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3B. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

With regard to Greenhouse Gas Emissions, several commenters noted the need for an explanation of the
Draft EIR’s less than significant level of significance. According to Section IV.B.2 Air Quality -
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the Project, through its density, combination of residential,
hotel and commercial land uses and its proximity to the regional public transportation system is a smart-
growth project, which will promote energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. The Project is in close
proximity to the MTA Hollywood and Vine Redline Subway Station, located approximately 500 feet to
the southeast of the Project Site, and numerous other bus stops located within a quarter-mile of the Project
Site. The Project is also situated in a well-established commercial and entertainment area, which provides
numerous neighborhood-serving establishments such as grocery, restaurants, and retail uses within
walking distance. As such, the Project’s trip generation and vehicle miles traveled are anticipated to be
reduced as a function of the Project’s mixed-use nature and location, when compared to a project in a
location without transit access and a project without mixed-use characteristics.

With respect to analyzing the Project’s contribution to GHG emissions, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide
does not provide guidance as to how climate change issues are to be addressed. Furthermore, neither the
SCAQMD nor the CEQA Guidelines Amendments recently adopted by the Natural Resources Agency on
December 30, 2009, provide any adopted thresholds of significance for addressing GHG emissions.
Nonetheless, the new Sections 15064.4, 15064.7 and 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines Amendments
serve to assist lead agencies in determining the significance of the impacts of GHGs. These can be found
in Section IV.B.2, Air Quality — Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR. In reliance upon the
CEQA Guideline Amendments, the opinions of project and City planning and environmental experts, and
the judicial precedent established in CREED v. Chula Vista, the City determines in good faith based to the
extent possible on scientific and factual data, that the Project would have significant cumulative
environmental impact if it would:

(a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment by conflicting with or obstructing the goals or strategies of AB 32.
The Project can demonstrate that it will not conflict with the goals and strategies of AB 32 by
either of the following:

(1) providing a quantitative analysis demonstrating that the Project will be constructed and
operated at GHG levels that are at least 16% below the Project’s theoretical BAU emission levels;
or

(2) by providing a qualitative analysis demonstrating the Project is consistent with the goals and
strategies of AB 32.

(b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases by failing to comply with the LA Green Building Code.

Millennium Hollywood Project I11.A. Responses to Comments - Topical Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page I11.A-10



City of Los Angeles February 2013

Overall, the Project is required to comply with the LA Green Building Code, which is qualitatively
consistent with AB 32’s 2011 Scoping Plan. Compliance with the LA Green Building Code is required
by law and thereby is an innate feature of all projects. Mitigation Measure B.1-3 in Section IV.B.1, Air
Quality, of the Draft EIR, states that the Project shall meet the requirements of the City of LA Green
Building Code. Specifically, as it relates to the reduction of air quality emissions, the Project shall: (a) be
designed to exceed Title 24 2008 Standards by 15%; (b) reduce potable water consumption and
wastewater generation by 20% through the use of low-flow water fixtures; and (c) provide readily
accessible recycling areas and containers. The inclusion of Mitigation Measure B.1-3 ensures the Project
will comply with the requirements of the LA Green Building Code, and compliance will be monitored
through the City’s Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan.

As concluded in Section 1V.B.2, Air Quality — Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the Project
would be consistent with CARB’s AB 32 Scoping Plan aimed at achieving 1990 GHG emission levels by
2020. Therefore, the Project’s generation of GHG emissions would not be considered cumulatively
considerable and cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

4. CULTURAL RESOURCES
4A. Project Compatibility with Historic Resources

Several comments were received on the Draft EIR regarding the Project’s potential impacts on historic
resources. The comments question the compatibility of the Project, considering its overall size and scale,
with the Capitol Records Building and other adjacent historic resources. The Draft EIR provides a
detailed analysis of the Project’s potential impacts to historic resources. A Historic Resources Report
prepared by the Historic Resources Group supports the analysis in the Draft EIR. Ultimately, the Draft
EIR concludes that the Project’s impacts to historic resources on the Project Site, and adjacent to it, are
less than significant. This conclusion stands because overall the Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty
Building, the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District, and the commercial building
at 6316-6324 Yucca Street (which are all considered historic resources) would retain enough integrity
after Project development to remain eligible for listing in the National Register and/or the California
Register. In other words, development of the Project consistent with the Development Regulations would
not impair the significance of any onsite or offsite historical resources.

To help further explain how the Project is compatible with the surrounding historic environment, the
Project does not propose the demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of any historic resource
either on the Project Site or in the vicinity of the Project Site. The Project would preserve in place the
Capitol Records Building and the Gogerty Building. The Project would also protect the portion of the
Walk of Fame along Vine Street during construction by complying with the City’s Hollywood Walk of
Fame Terrazzo Pavement, Installation and Repair Guidelines. The Draft EIR recognizes and discloses the
fact that the Project will, however, alter the immediate surroundings of historic resources on the Project
Site and in the vicinity by constructing new low-rise and high-rise structures.
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The Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that the Project will potentially add considerable height and
density in areas currently used for surface parking and one small, single-story commercial building. The
immediate surroundings of the on-site and adjacent historic resources will be altered. In order for this
alteration to be considered a substantial adverse change under CEQA, however, it must be shown that the
integrity and/or significance of the historic resources would be materially impaired by the proposed
alteration. The Draft EIR provides extensive analysis regarding potential alteration to the surroundings of
the Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty Building, the retail storefronts located at 6316-6324 Yucca
Street, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. The Draft EIR concludes
that the Project will not have a significant impact on the surroundings of any of these historic resources.

Furthermore, protection of the historic significance of the Capitol Records Building is a stated objective
of the Project. To meet that objective, the Project includes Development Regulations that include
standards for grade-level open space, and tower massing that seek to protect important public views to the
Capitol Records Building and help ensure that it is appropriately distanced from the new construction so
that the mass and scale of the Project does not overwhelm architectural significance of the Capitol
Records Building.

Also of note, the Draft EIR discloses that the Capitol Records Building is significant for its association
with the music industry in Los Angeles. The Draft EIR, thus, incorporates mitigation measures designed
to protect the Capitol Records Building’s unique underground recording studios. The Draft EIR
recognizes that excavation and construction associated with the Project has the potential to damage the
special acoustical properties of the underground studios. Therefore, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation
Measure C-2 identified in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, which is designed to
protect adjacent historic resources and minimize the Project’s potential construction impacts on the
underground studios the in the Capitol Records Building.

Moreover, as described in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Project incorporates
several design features that buffer the Project from adjacent historic resources. Similarly, development of
the Project must comply with the Development Regulations, which shift the Project’s mass and scale up
and away from the on-site historic and adjacent off-site historic resources. Therefore, based on the
information above, the detailed analysis in the Draft EIR, and the supporting Historic Resources Report
the Project ultimately has a less than significant impact on historic resources.
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I11. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
B. INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES

The purpose of the public review of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the adequacy of the environmental
analysis in terms of compliance with CEQA. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines states the following
regarding standards from which adequacy is judged:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed
in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make
an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement
among experts. The courts have not looked for perfection but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states:

The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who
reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to
comments that were received during the notice comment period and any extensions and may
respond to late comments.

The purpose of each response to a comment on the Draft EIR is to address the significant environmental
issue(s) raised by each comment. This typically requires clarification of points contained in the Draft
EIR. Section 15088(c) of the CEQA Guidelines describes the evaluation that CEQA requires in the
response to comments. It states that:

The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues
raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or
objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s
position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must
be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not
accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory
statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice.

Section 15204(a) (Focus of Review) of the CEQA Guidelines helps the public and public agencies to
focus their review of environmental documents and their comments to lead agencies. Case law has held
that the lead agency is not obligated to undertake every suggestion given them, provided that the agency
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responds to significant environmental issues and makes a good faith effort at disclosure. Section
15204.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clarifies this for reviewers and states:

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of
the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.
Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant
environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of
an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as
the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and
the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or
demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the
EIR.

The guideline encourages reviewers to examine the sufficiency of the environmental document,
particularly in regard to significant effects, and to suggest specific mitigation measures and project
alternatives. Given that an effect is not considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence,
subsection (c) advises reviewers that comments should be accompanied by factual support. Section
15204(c) states:

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should submit data or
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall
not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.

Written comments made during the public review of the Draft EIR intermixed points and opinions
relevant to project approval/disapproval with points and opinions relevant to the environmental review.
The responses acknowledge comments addressing points and opinions relevant to consideration for
project approval, and discuss as necessary the points relevant to the environmental review. The response
“comment noted” is often used in cases where the comment does not raise a substantive issue relevant to
the review of the environmental analysis. Such points are usually statements of opinion or preference
regarding a project’s design or its presence as opposed to points within the purview of an EIR:
environmental impact and mitigation. These points are relevant for consideration in the subsequent
project approval process. In addition, the response “comment acknowledged” is generally used in cases
where the commenter is correct.

Note that there may be spelling and/or grammar errors in the Comment Letters. These are replicated here
exactly as they were delivered to the City.
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LETTER NO. 01 - STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
(#1)

Scott Morgan

Director, State Clearinghouse

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

1400 Tenth Street P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, California 95812-3044

December 11, 2012

Comment No. 01-1

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on December 10, 2012, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 211 04( ¢) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review
process.

Response to Comment No. 01-1

This comment is stating that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to selected state agencies
for review. The enclosed comment letter is referring to the Native American Heritage Commission letter
dated October 29, 2012. This letter was also received electronically, on time. The letter and its response
are included as Letter No. 06 (Native American Heritage Commission).
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LETTER NO. 02 - STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
(#2)

Scott Morgan

Director, State Clearinghouse

State of California, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

1400 Tenth Street P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, California 95812-3044

December 12, 2012

Comment No. 02-1

The enclosed comment (s) on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the
end of the state review period, which closed on December 10, 2012. We are forwarding these comments
to you because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final
environmental document.

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments.
However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental
document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project.

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the
environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2011041094) when contacting this office.

Response to Comment No. 02-1

This comment is stating that the State Clearinghouse is forwarding noticing information about the Project,
but the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

The enclosed comment letter is referring to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) letter
dated December 10, 2012. This letter was also received electronically, on time. The letter and its
response are included as Letter No. 03 (Caltrans).
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LETTER NO. 03 - CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS)

Dianna Watson

IGR/CEQA Branch Chief

District 7, Regional Planning

100 Main Street, MS#16, Los Angeles, CA 90012-3606

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 03-1

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the environmental
review process for the above referenced project. The proposed project would. include the construction of
approximately 1 million square feet of developed tloor area. The historic Capitol Records Building and
the Gogerty Building would remain within the project site. The Project would demolish and/or remove
the existing rental car facility. The project would develop a mix of land uses including 461 residential
dwelling units, 254 luxury hotel rooms, 264,303 square feet of office space, 25,000 square feet of
restaurant space, 80,000 square feet of health and fitness club space, and 100,000 square feet of retail
space.

Below are Caltrans' major concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Millennium Hollywood Project:

Response to Comment No. 03-1

The comment is an introduction and as such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. See Response to Comment
Nos. 03-2 to 03-15 (Caltrans) for further detail.

Comment No. 03-2

1. Caltrans submitted a comment letter dated May 18, 2011, on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and met
with the developer's consultant on September 15, 2011, to discuss Caltrans' concerns about the project's
impact on the US-101 freeway and on/off ramps within the 5 miles radius of the project site. The traffic
consultant acknowledged Caltrans' concerns and it was understood by both parties that the traffic
procedures for analyzing impacts to the state highway system would follow standard statewide procedures
outlined in Caltrans Traffic Study Guide. However, the June 2012 Traffic Impact Study (TIS), which is
the basis for the traffic impact discussion in the DEIR, did not follow those procedures and does not
analyze the impacts to the state highway system.
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Response to Comment No. 03-2

As cited in the comment, Caltrans was consulted during the NOP process. The concerns and
recommendation of Caltrans were considered during the transportation analysis scoping process,
including the use of the Caltrans draft procedures. Also taken into account were the concerns and
recommendations of other NOP commenters, as well as the City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT) policies and the past analyses conducted for similar projects by the City of Los
Angeles (the lead agency). The comment states that the Traffic Study does not analyze the impacts to the
state highway system; however, the Traffic Study analyzed key freeway ramps utilizing LADOT’s
signalized intersection LOS methodology and of freeway mainline segments utilizing the Congestion
Management Program (CMP) recommended methodology. The Caltrans Traffic Study Guide was
consulted in the preparation of the Traffic Study but it does not provide a definition of thresholds of
significance; therefore, the CMP methodology was used because it defines thresholds of significance and
is the standard methodology used by the lead agency for all traffic studies within the City of Los Angeles.
The CMP, a state-mandated program, includes procedures and thresholds that provide a consistent
evaluation of projects to address the potential impacts on the regional transportation system.

Comment No. 03-3

2. There was no analysis performed for any of the freeway elements. The TIS only used the Los Angeles
County Congestion Management Program (CMP) criteria. However, the CMP fails to provide adequate
information as to direct and cumulative impacts to the freeway mainline and ramps, per CEQA.

Response to Comment No. 03-3

The CMP criteria provide an initial review to determine if significant Project impacts may occur and in
turn require further study. The initial review in the Traffic Study concluded that Project impacts would be
less than significant, so subsequent analyses were determined to not be needed. Support for this
conclusion is provided by the recently certified Hollywood Community Plan Update Environmental
Impact Report which was also determined not to have a significant impact on the freeway system.

To address Caltrans’ concerns, an additional model analysis was conducted. The analysis used the
current Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) model for year 2035, with LADOT
refinements, for the initial future projections (the Base Model). See Appendix B, Transportation
Modeling Procedures and Results, attached hereto for the model procedures and results. The model
demonstrated that the Project will not result in the addition of 150 trips or more to any freeway segment.
This analysis verifies that Project traffic impacts on the regional system will be less than significant.

Comment No. 03-4

3. Currently, the Level of Service (LOS) for US-101 is operating at LOS F. Any additional trips will
worsen the existing freeway condition. The TIS did not include a cumulative traffic analysis tor US-101,
which would consider the trips generated from the 58 related projects that are referred to in the DEIR, the
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proposed NBC Universal Project, and growth from the Hollywood Community Plan (Plan). Because the
TIS prepared for the Plan in 2005 determined that build-out of the Plan would result in significant
transportation impacts to the US-101, the Plan created a Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Plan
(TIMP) to identify future improvements to the US-101. Since the proposed project site is located within
the Plan area, the identified improvements should have been taken into consideration, as well as
improvements listed in Metro's Long Range Transportation Plan.

Response to Comment No. 03-4

The Project is not expected to generate more than 150 additional trips on the freeway system. Therefore,
based on the CMP criteria used by the City of Los Angeles on this and other projects, the Project would
not result in significant traffic impacts on the freeway mainline (see Response to Comment No. 03-3
(Caltrans) above). In addition, the Project will provide infill uses that reduce regional trip demand as
called for by the Smart Growth Initiatives in the Demand Section of the Metro’s Long Range
Development Plan (LRDP) and in the Sustainable Community Strategies within the Regional
Transportation Plan adopted by SCAG. As mitigation, the Project will participate in upgrades to the
regional transportation system by funding or implementing other programs called for in the LRDP and
TIMP. These programs include signal system upgrades, upgrades to the transit system (through the
Project installing shelters at area bus stops, improving the pedestrian linkages to those stops, and funding
of alternative mode lanes), and a TDM Program to help reduce project automobile trip demand. These
mitigation measures will improve conditions on the Congestion Management Plan system, including the
regional freeway system. Also, given the robust transit system in the Project’s vicinity, a main focus of
the transportation mitigation program is to reduce automobile trips by enhancing pedestrian and bicycle
linkages to the transit system and investing in multi-modal transportation improvements. This focus is
consistent with LADOT’s Traffic Study Guidelines and the objectives identified in the Hollywood
Community Plan Update.

Further, no applicable Hollywood Community Plan Update Transportation Improvement and Mitigation
Plan (TIMP) requirements are listed in the comment and, after additional review of the TIMP, no
applicable TIMP requirements or additional measures were identified. For example, the Capitol
Improvement measures in the TIMP are not at locations identified as having unmitigatable significant
Project impacts. Project participation in the program called for in the TIMP to “coordinate Caltrans’
freeway traffic management system with the ATSAC/Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) highway
and street traffic signal management system” was discussed in the meeting which took place on
December 4, 2012 between City, Project and Caltrans representatives but rejected by Caltrans
representatives.

Comment No. 03-5

4. Page .IV.K.1-60 of the DEIR states: ""The Project would result in a less than significant impact with
respect to trip generation upon CMP locations and on freeway segments. No mitigation is required.”
This conclusion is not based on any credible analysis that could be found anywhere in the DEIR. It is Cal
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trans' opinion, based on the work that we have done in this area, that this project will result in significant
impacts to the state highway system.

Response to Comment No. 03-5

The Traffic Study and the Draft EIR analyzed impacts to CMP locations and freeway segments based on
the CMP criteria (see Response to Comment No. 03-2 (Caltrans)). Based on the data from this analysis,
the Traffic Study concluded that Project impacts would be less than significant, so subsequent analyses
were determined to not be needed. However, an additional model analysis was conducted using the
current SCAG model for year 2035 for the initial future projections (the Base Model).This analysis also
shows that Project traffic impacts on the freeway system will be less than significant. See the Response
to Comment No.03-3 for additional details.

Comment No. 03-6

5. The submitted traffic analysis did not include the following ramp intersections that are closest to the
project site, which may be significantly impacted by this development:

e SB Route 101 on-ramp from Argyle Avenue
e SB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower Avenue

e NB Route 101 off-ramp to Gower Avenue

e SB Route 101 off-ramp to Cahuenga Blvd.

e SB Route 101 on-ramp from Cahuenga Blvd.
e SB Route 101 off-ramp to Vine Street

The traffic analysis at these off-ramps needs to show projected queue build-up upstream of the off-ramp.
Although most of the on-ramps are meter controlled, the analysis needs to show how the added/over-flow
volume to the on-ramp may affect other nearby intersections, including off-ramps. Caltrans is concerned
that the freeway ramps will back up, creating a potentially unsafe condition. To ensure the ramps do not
back up, the intersections adjacent to the ramps must be able to absorb the off-ramp volumes at the same
time as they serve local circulation and land uses.

Response to Comment No. 03-6

Standard City procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May
2012,were selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. The study locations selected
were those locations at which the Project traffic impacts have the potential to be significant and
substantial. The locations at which traffic impacts may be significant are the critical capacity constraints
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of the area roadway system. The freeway ramps, including the meters and weave sections on the ramps,
are not the roadway system constraints in the Hollywood area. Rather, the signalized intersections and
the freeway mainline sections were determined to form the capacity constraints in the Hollywood area.
Queues from those constraints determine the conditions on the ramps and at other non-critical locations.
The more minor (STOP controlled) intersections were determined not to constrain the system capacity.
Further, according to LADOT guidelines, the analysis of unsignalized intersections in traffic impact
studies is solely to assess the need for future signalizing by conducting warrant analyses. Only
unsignalized intersections that serve as integral elements to the project site’s access and circulation plan
are included in such an analysis. Here, there are no unsignalized intersections that serve as integral
elements to Project access and circulation and as such, no unsignalized intersections were studied.

Comment No. 03-7

6. As shown in the DEIR, Table 5 Project Trip Generation, the project will generate a 19,486 average
daily vehicle trips with 1,064/1,888 vehicle trips during the AM/PM peak hours. These volumes appear
to be low and Caltrans requests that the lead agency verify them. Also, the trip reduction credits taken are
not in compliance with the Caltrans Traffic Impact Study Guide and any deviation should be properly
justified and substantiated. For example, the 30% reduction of the retail pass-by trips is significantly high
without justification. Utilizing such high reduction rates will result in inadequate identification of traffic
impacts and mitigation, thus violating CEQA.

Response to Comment No. 03-7

LADOT, the responsible department within the City of Los Angeles (the lead agency), verified that the
rates, equations, and calculations used in the Traffic Study were appropriate for the Project. All but one
of the base generation estimates cited in the comment were prepared using the information and
procedures in Trip Generation, 8th Edition, 2008 Manual, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE).

(Information for the rental car facility use was not available from that source, so rates incorporated into
the West Los Angeles Transportation and Mitigation Specific Plan, rates previously used by the City,
were utilized.) Likewise, the pass-by trip adjustment cited in the comment is specified in the LADOT
Policies and Procedures, May 2012 and was in turn based on a conservative implementation of the
procedures in the ITE Trip Generation Manual. The data and procedures in the ITE Trip Generation
Manual are nationally-accepted guidelines utilized by most agencies in Los Angeles County and are the
most appropriate source for the trip generation estimates for the Project. Also, it should be noted that the
trip generation rates identified in the ITE Trip Generation Manual are based on surveys of sites in
suburban areas with little to no transit use, so it is common practice to allow for trip reduction credits to
allow for potential transit trips, pass-by trips, and internal trips associated with mixed-use projects. Also
see Response to Comment No. 59-27 (Jordon, David) for a discussion of other adjustments.
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Comment No. 03-8

To address these concerns, an analysis for the project's impacts to the freeway system should be
performed based on the proposed scope of the project as described in the DEIR and would need to include
all of the following to determine the actual impact of this project on the State facilities in the project
vicinity:

a. If the project will be developed in phases, the project added demand and trip assignment to US-
101 should be based on each phase of the project otherwise it should be based on 100%
occupancy.

Response to Comment No. 03-8

Please see Response to Comment No.03-3 (Caltrans) concerning the project freeway impacts including
impacts on the US 101. The Project does not have defined phases, so no phasing analysis is appropriate.
The Traffic Study, the Draft EIR, and the analysis in Response to Comment No. 03-3 above analyzed the
“worst-case scenario” of 100% occupancy.

Comment No. 03-9

b. The Trip Generation figures and its distribution need to be forecasted based on a Select Zone
Analysis. Based on the magnitude of the project and its close proximity to US-101, the trip
assignment appears to be unreasonably low. Please elaborate on the trip assignment methodology
utilized.

Response to Comment No. 03-9

The select zone analysis recommended in the comment is not considered appropriate for the Project. A
select zone analysis fails to accurately analyze urban infill projects, including the Project. In particular, a
select zone analysis does not take intercepted trips into account, and intercepted trips are a major factor
for urban in-fill projects. Further, urban areas (such as the Traffic Study area in Hollywood)contain
numerous more minor streets with signalized intersections that are not in the regional model network.
Those intersections may be significantly impacted, but the streets and the intersections would not have
trips assigned to them by a select zone analysis.

A manual approach was selected as the most appropriate method to be used for the Traffic Study. The
manual procedures utilized separated the Project into components by land uses and separately assigned
the trips to and from those components. The assignments considered the types of land uses in the
surrounding area to which the component’s trips would be linked. The assignments were individually
reviewed and approved by LADOT and are detailed in the Traffic Study. See Appendix K.1 of the Draft
EIR.
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Comment No. 03-10

c. Trip Generation figures from other sources should be cross-referenced by the source, page
number, year, and table numbers.

Response to Comment No. 03-10

Appendix D of the Traffic Study (Appendix K.1 of the Draft EIR) lists the source, land use codes (which
may be within multi-page sections), source edition, and year. The land-use code and independent variable
dictate the formula used. Tables were not used.

Comment No. 03-11

d. The off ramps on NB and SB US-101, between Vermont Avenue and Highland Avenue, which
would represent the most impacted area by the proposed Development, should be analyzed
utilizing the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 85th Percentile Queuing Analysis methodology
with the actual signal timings at the ramps' termini.

Response to Comment No. 03-11

The CMA methodology was selected for use in the Traffic Study for all intersections. The CMA analysis
is specified for use in traffic studies by the lead agency, the City of Los Angeles. Traffic Study Policies
and Procedures, May 2012published by the City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation specifies
CMA calculations as the methodology to be used in City of Los Angeles traffic studies. The CMA
methodology was selected for inclusion in the City of Los Angeles manual as it is a “Planning
Methodology” rather than an “Operations Methodology”. It should be noted that the methodology
recommended in the comment would be dependent upon the signal timing remaining fixed through 2035
for the horizon year to be accurate, whereas the computerized signal systems now being employed in the
City of Los Angeles vary the signal timing on an instantaneous basis. However, additional methodologies
may be required to be used during detailed mitigation design by the agency approving implementation of
a mitigation measure, with appropriate adjustments being made.

Comment No. 03-12

e. Similarly, the on ramps on NB and SB US-101, within the same area, should be analyzed
utilizing the same methodology and with the actual metering rates. These rates can be obtained
by contacting Ms. Afsaneh Razavi, Senior Transportation Engineer, Caltrans Ramp Metering
Department at (323) 259- 1841.
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Response to Comment No. 03-12

Standard City procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012,
were selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. See Response to Comment Nos. 03-6
and 03-11 (Caltrans) for additional information.

Comment No. 03-13

f. An HCM weaving analysis needs to be performed for both the NB and SB mainline segments,
between the on and off ramps within the same area, utilizing balanced traffic demands entering
and exiting the weaving segments.

Response to Comment No. 03-13

Standard City procedures as outlined in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012,
were selected as the most appropriate for use in the Traffic Study. See Response to Comment Nos. 03-6
and 03-11 (Caltrans) for additional information.

Comment No. 03-14

Caltrans is concerned that the project impacts may result in unsafe conditions due to additional traffic
congestion, unsafe queuing, and difficult maneuvering. These concerns need to be adequately addressed
in the EIR.

Response to Comment No. 03-14

These concerns are adequately addressed in the Traffic Study and Section IV.K.1 Transportation-Traffic
of the Draft EIR. The Traffic Study, the Draft EIR, and the additional analysis provided in Response to
Comment No. 03-03 above adequately demonstrate traffic impacts resulting from the Project. See
Response to Comment Nos.03-3 and 03-6 (Caltrans) for additional information.

Comment No. 03-15

In summary, without the necessary traffic analysis, Caltrans cannot recognize the TIS and DEIR as
adequately identifying and mitigating the project’s impacts to the State highway facilities.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Alan Lin the project coordinator at (213) 897-8391
and refer to IGR/CEQA No. 121036AL.

Response to Comment No. 03-15

The Traffic Study, the Draft EIR, and the additional analysis provided in Response to Comment No. 03-
03 above adequately demonstrate traffic impacts resulting from the Project. See Response to Comment
Nos. 03-2 through 03-11 (Caltrans) for additional information.
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LETTER NO. 04 - COUNCIL OFFICE OF ERIC GARCETTI

Eric Garcetti
Councilmember, 13™ District
Councilmember, City of Los Angeles District 13

November 2, 2012

Comment No. 04-1

The Planning Department has released the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed
Millennium Project at 1750 Vine Street, which commenced a 45 day public comment period: The
proposed project is large in scale and includes what could be one of the tallest buildings in all of
Hollywood. As I'm sure you are aware, the proposed project has generated controversy among my
constituents. Accordingly, I request that the public comment period be extended to 60 days to increase
the public's opportunity to comment on the draft EIR.

Response to Comment No. 04-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for
their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 05 - METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY (METRO)

Scott Hartwell

CEQA Review Coordinator, Long Range Planning
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

November 6, 2012

Comment No. 05-1

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) is in receipt of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood Project. This letter conveys
recommendations from MTA concerning a number of issues in relation to the proposed project.

Response to Comment No. 05-1

This comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy
of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 05-2

Congestion Management Program TDM Requirements

While the Draft EIR identifies transportation demand management (TDM) policies and programs that
would be incorporated into the proposed project, CMP TDM Guidelines require that projects which
include a non-residential development component exceeding 100,000 square feet incorporate a specific
set of TDM measures into project design. These TDM requirements are detailed in Appendix C and
summarized in Exhibit 4-1 in the 2010 CMP.

Response to Comment No. 05-2

As shown in Mitigation Measure K.1-4 on pages IV.K.1-55 through 56 of the Draft EIR (and revised to
Mitigation Measure K.1-5 to accommodate a new Mitigation Measure K.1-4, as described in Section IV,
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR) the Project would be required to provide a TDM Program to
mitigate the Project’s traffic impacts on the surrounding roadway system. The TDM Program measures
include, but are not limited to, providing an internal Transportation Management Coordination Program
with an on-site transportation coordinator, car share amenities, parking as an option only for all leases and
sales, provision of a self-service bicycle repair area and shared tools for residents and employees, and a
guaranteed ride home program. The specific TDM strategies will comply with TDM requirements
detailed in Appendix C of the 2010 CMP.
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Comment No. 05-3

Potential Impacts to Metro Bus Service during Project Construction

Although the proposed project is not expected to result in any long-term impacts on transit: Several
transit corridors with Metro bus service could be impacted by the project. Metro Bus Operations Control
Special Events Coordinator should be contacted at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that
may impact Metro bus lines. Other Municipal Bus Service Operators including LADOT may also be
impacted and therefore should be included in construction outreach efforts.

Response to Comment No. 05-3

Due to the staging during the construction period, the Project Site adjacent on-street parking spaces will
be affected along Yucca Street, Ivar Avenue, Vine Street and Argyle Avenue. There is only one Metro
bus that runs adjacent to the Project Site. Metro Bus 222 travels past the Project Site on Yucca Street and
Argyle Avenue and could be affected by the construction activities. Metro Bus Operations Control
Special Events Coordinator will be contacted to ensure the appropriate coordination. The following
additional mitigation measure has been added in response to Metro’s request to Section IV.K.1,
Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR. See Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of
this Final EIR:

Mitigation Measure K.1-4 The Project Applicant shall contact the Metro Bus Operations Control
Special Events Coordinator at 213-922-4632 regarding construction
activities that may impact Metro bus lines.
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LETTER NO. 06 - NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

Dave Singleton

Program Analyst

Native American Heritage Commission

912 Capitol Mall, Room 364, Sacramento, CA 95814

October 29, 2012

Comment No. 06-1

The NAHC is the State of California 'Trustee Agency' for the protection and preservation of Native
American cultural resources pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21070 and affirmed by the
Third Appellate Court in the case of EPIC v. Johnson (1985: 170 Cal App. 3™ 604).

This letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American historic properties or resources
of religious and cultural significance to American Indian tribes and interested Native American
individuals as 'consulting parties' under both state and federal law. State law also addresses the freedom
of Native American Religious Expression in Public Resources Code §5097.9. This project is also subject
to California Government Code Section 65352.3.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA - CA Public Resources Code 21000-21177,
amendment s effective 3/18/2010) requires that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource, that includes archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect'
requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA Guidelines defines a
significant impact on the environment as 'a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of
physical conditions within an area affected by the proposed project, including ... objects of historic or
aesthetic significance." In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess
whether the project will have an adverse impact on these resources within the 'area of potential effect
(APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect. The NAHC advises the Lead Agency to request a Sacred Lands
File search of the NAHC if one has not been done for the 'area of potential effect' or APE previously.

The NAHC "Sacred Sites,' as defined by the Native American Heritage 'Commission and the California
Legislature in California Public Resources Code §§5097.94(a) and 5097.96. Items in the NAHC Sacred
Lands Inventory are confidential and exempt from the Public Records Act pursuant to California
Government Code §6254 (r).

Response to Comment No. 06-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.
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Comment No. 06-2

Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid unanticipated
discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once a project is underway. Culturally affiliated tribes and
individuals may have knowledge of the religious and cultural significance of the historic properties in the
project area (e.g. APE). We strongly urge that you make contact with the list of Native American
Contacts on the attached list of Native American contacts, to see if your proposed project might impact

Native American cultural resources and to obtain their recommendations concerning the proposed project.
Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code § 5097.95, the NAHC requests cooperation from other public
agencies in order that the Native American consulting parties be provided pertinent project information.
Consultation with Native American communities is also a matter of environmental justice as defined by
California Government Code §65040.12(e). Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code §5097.95, the NAHC
requests that pertinent project information be provided consulting tribal parties, including archaeological
studies. The NAHC recommends avoidance as defined by CEQA Guidelines §15370(a) to pursuing a
project that would damage or destroy Native American cultural resources and California Public Resources
Code Section 21083.2 (Archaeological Resources) that requires documentation, data recovery of cultural
resources, construction to avoid sites and the possible use of covenant easements to protect sites.

Response to Comment No. 06-2

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather
suggests that the Applicant contact a list of Native American Tribes attached to the comment. These
comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is
required.

It should be noted that the Applicant contacted the South Central Coastal Information Center and received
a response from them on August 19, 2008, indicating that no archaeological resources were known to
exist beneath the Project Site. Nevertheless, to ensure that potential impacts were reduced to less than
significant levels, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure C-6, C-7, and C-8 to mitigate potential
impacts that could occur during excavation activities.

Comment No. 06-3

Furthermore, the NAHC if the proposed project is under the jurisdiction of the statutes and regulations of
the National Environmental Policy Act (e.g. NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321-43351). Consultation with tribes and
interested Native American consulting parties, on the NAHC list, should be conducted in compliance with
the requirements of federal NEPA and Section 106 and 4(f) of federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq), 36
CFR Part 800.3 (f) (2) & .5, the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ, 42 U.S.C 4371 et
seq. and NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001- 3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to all historic resource
types included in the National Register of Historic Places and including cultural landscapes. Also, federal
Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural environment), 13175 (coordination & consultation)
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and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for Section 106 consultation. The aforementioned
Secretary of the Interior's Standards include recommendations for all 'lead agencies' to consider the
historic context of proposed projects and to "research" the cultural landscape that might include the 'area

of potential effect.'

Confidentiality of "historic properties of religious and cultural significance" should also be considered as
protected by California Government Code §6254( r) and may also be protected under Section 304 of he
NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior discretion if not eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the federal Indian Religious Freedom Act (cf. 42
U.S.C., 1996) in issuing a decision on whether or not to disclose items of religious and/or cultural
significance identified in or near the APEs and possibility threatened by proposed project activity.

Furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code §27491 and Health
& Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for inadvertent discovery of human remains
mandate the processes to be followed in the event of a discovery of human remains in a project location
other than a 'dedicated cemetery'.

To be effective, consultation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing relationship between
Native American tribes and lead agencies, project proponents and their contractors, in the opinion of the
NAHC. Regarding tribal consultation, a relationship built around regular meetings and informal
involvement with local tribes will lead to more qualitative consultation tribal input on specific projects.

Response to Comment No. 06-3

The commenter first recites provisions of NEPA, which are not relevant to the Project. The commenter
states to contact NAHC if the Project comes under the jurisdiction of NEPA and recites provisions of
NEPA. However, the Project does not come under the jurisdiction of NEPA. Therefore, the provisions of
NEPA are not relevant to the Project. Next, the commenter asks that the Applicant discuss conformance
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for historic resources within the context of Native American
resources. As discussed in Response to Comment No. 06-2 (Native American Heritage Commission)
above, there are no known Native American or other archeological resources in the soils underneath the
Project Site.

Regarding the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards generally, the Draft EIR and the Historic Resources
Report analyzed the Project’s potential impacts on historic structures according to the applicable
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The Historic Resources
Report prepared by HRG analyzes the Secretary of the Interior’s rehabilitation standards because those
standards provide a more conservative impact analysis and account for the fact that the Capitol Records
Building and Gogerty Building will likely require some form of protection during construction activities
and ongoing maintenance over the term of the Development Agreement.
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With regard to the commenter’s statement about the discovery of human remains, the Draft EIR provides
Mitigation Measure C-8, which states the following:

C-8  If human remains are discovered at the Project Site during construction, work at the specific
construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, and the City of
L.A. Public Works Department and County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains
are determined by the County Coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be
adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains.

The last portion of the comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR,
but rather suggests that the Lead Agency and project proponents have an ongoing relationship with the
Native American Heritage Commission. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for
their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 06-4

Finally, when Native American cultural sites and/or Native American burial sites are prevalent within the
project site, the NAHC recommends 'avoidance' of the site as referenced by CEQA Guidelines Section
15370(a).

Response to Comment No. 06-4

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 06-2 (Native American Heritage Commission), above, for more
information.
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LETTER NO. 07 - SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Ian MacMillan
Program Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

December 11, 2012

Comment No. 07-1

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to comment
on the above-mentioned document. The following comments are intended to provide guidance to the lead
agency and should be incorporated into the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) as
appropriate. Based on a review of the Draft EIR the AQMD staff recognizes the potential regional air
quality benefits from projects that facilitate mixed land uses in close proximity to mass transit. However,
given the significant health risk impacts from placing the proposed project's sensitive land uses (e.g.,
residential uses) within close proximity to the 101 Freeway (a significant source of Toxic Air
Contaminants, TACs) it is crucial that the lead agency implement all feasible measures to reduce this
impact. Further, AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency consider additional mitigation measures
to minimize the project's significant regional construction and operations-related air quality impacts
pursuant to Section 15126.4 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Lastly, the
lead agency should consider updating the health risk assessment (HRA) based on more recent emission
factors and traffic data. Details regarding these comments are attached to this letter.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD with written responses
to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final EIR. Further, staff is available to work
with the lead agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise. Please contact Dan
Garcia, Air Quality Specialist CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304, if you have any questions regarding the
enclosed comments.

Response to Comment No. 07-1

This comment identifies the SCAQMD as a responsible commenting agency pursuant to CEQA and
summarizes the concerns and comments presented in further detail in Comment Nos. 07-2 through 07-4,
below. In response to the SCAQMD’s request to be provided with written responses to their comments,
and in accordance with Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Department of City Planning will
provide a written response to the SCAQMD’s comments at least 10 days prior to certifying an
environmental impact report. The published Final EIR will include detailed written responses to all of the
comments submitted during the Draft EIR comment period and will be published on the Department of
City Planning’s website in the same manner the Draft EIR was made available. An electronic copy of the
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Final EIR on CD will also be mailed to all commenting governmental agencies. See Responses to
Comment Nos. 07-2 to 07-5 (SCAQMD) for further detail.

Comment No. 07-2

Health Risk Mitigation

1. The Draft EIR concludes the residents living on the project site will be exposed to significant levels
of air pollution from the nearby freeway. The lead agency also concludes that the one proposed
mitigation measure (enhanced filtration in building's ventilation system) will not reduce this impact to
a less than significant level. The HRA contained in the Draft EIR appropriately contains additional
measures that seem to be feasible to reduce potential exposures. Specifically, the Final EIR should
consider:

a. Placing air intakes as far from the freeway as possible (for example, on the roof),

b. Limiting the use of operable windows and/or balconies on portions of the site closest to the
freeway,

Also, the Final EIR should consider two additional measures:

c. Provide a means to ensure that high efficiency filters will continue to be maintained and replaced
for the life of the project (e.g., through a provision in covenants, conditions, and restrictions
CC&Rs), and

d. Consider maintaining positive pressure within the building’s filtered ventilation system in living
spaces to reduce infiltration of unfiltered outdoor air.

Response to Comment No. 07-2

This comment reiterates the findings of the Health Risk Assessment presented in the Draft EIR and
requests that the lead agency consider implementing additional mitigation measures to further reduce
potential exposures to unhealthy ambient air concentrations.

It should be noted that CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze or mitigate the impacts of the
environment on a project. In this case, the air quality at the nearby 101 Freeway is part of an existing
environmental condition. Although the Project brings people into this existing environmental condition,
the existing air quality in the Project vicinity due to the 101 Freeway is not an impact of the Project on the
environment. Instead, it is an impact of the environment on the Project. There are many other laws that
regulate clean air, but the limited purpose of CEQA is to evaluate and mitigate impacts of a project on the
environment. Accordingly, the City imposes the mitigation measures on the Applicant not because they
are required in order to make the EIR compliant with CEQA, but out of an abundance of caution pursuant
to the City’s police powers to regulate land use. As numerous courts have affirmed, the purpose of
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CEQA is “not to protect proposed projects from the existing environment” (Baird v. County of Contra
Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4™ 1464; Pub. Res. Code Sections 21061, 21083(b), and 21060.5.) “[CJourts
have recognized that CEQA is not a weapon to be deployed against all possible development ills.” (South
Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4" 1604, 1614.) It has
a limited role. “The Legislature did not enact CEQA to protect people from the environment.” (Id. at
1617-1618.) “We agree with [SOCWA v. County of Orange], that the Guidelines [15126.2]... is not an
example of an environmental effect caused by development, but instead is an example of an effect on the
project caused by the environment. Contrary to Guidelines section 15126.2, subdivision (a), we hold that
an EIR need not identify or analyze such effects.... Although the Guidelines ordinarily are entitled to great
weight, a Guidelines provision that is unauthorized under CEQA is invalid.” (Ballona Wetlands Land
Trust v. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4™ 455, 474.)] Based on this case law, it is clear that
CEQA does not require the Lead Agency to adopt additional measures, as recommended in the comment
letter, to mitigate the existing air quality environment around the Project Site.

Nonetheless, in a good-faith response to this comment, the following additional mitigation measures have
been added to Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. See Section IV, Corrections and Additions
to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.

Mitigation Measure B.1-6 Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) air intakes shall be
located either on the roof of structures or within areas of the Project Site
that are distant from the 101 Freeway to the extent that such placement is
compatible with final site design.

Mitigation Measure B.1-7 For portions of new structures that contain sensitive receptors and are
located within 500-feet of the 101 Freeway, the project design shall limit
the use of operable windows and/or the orientation of outdoor balconies.

With respect to the SCAQMD’s recommendations under items c¢ and d, it should be noted that the Draft
EIR already requires, in Mitigation Measure B.1-4, the Project to install residential air filtration systems
meeting ASHRAE 52.2 minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the
Department of Building and Safety. To further enhance this measure based on SCAQMD’s request, the
following underlined language will be added to the mitigation measure. See Section IV, Corrections and
Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR.

Mitigation Measure B.1-4 The Project shall incorporate residential air filtration systems with filters
meeting or exceeding ASHRAE 52.2 minimum efficiency reporting
value (MERYV) of 13, to the satisfaction of the Department of Building
and Safety. The CC&Rs recorded for the residential units on the Project
Site will incorporate this measure and ensure that high efficiency filters

shall be installed and maintained for the life of the Project.
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Comment No. 07-3

2. Given that the lead agency determined that the proposed project will exceed the CEQA regional
operational significance thresholds for NOx and VOCs the AQMD staff recommends that the lead
agency provide the following additional mitigation measures pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4.

Transportation

a. Require electric car charging stations (not just wiring infrastructure) for both non-residential and
residential uses at the project site.

Energy

b. Require the project site to include a solar photovoltaic or an alternate system with means of
generation renewable electricity.

Other
c. Provide outlets for electric and propane barbecues in residential areas.
d. Require use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers.
e. Require use of electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters.
f.  Require use of water-based or low VOC cleaning products.

Response to Comment No. 07-3

This comment correctly summarizes the Draft EIR’s findings with respect to the Project exceeding the
CEQA regional operational significance thresholds for NOx, VOCs and presents additional
recommendations to further reduce the Project’s operational air impacts. The Project will be subject to
the City’s Green Building Code, which is one of the most stringent building codes in the nation with
respect to energy efficiency standards. Compliance with these building standards substantially reduce the
Project’s impact on air quality.

With respect to the AQMD’s recommendation to require electric car charging stations (not just wiring
infrastructure) for both non-residential and residential uses at the Project Site, the Project will be
compliant with this measure. Consistent with the LA Green Building Code, the Project shall provide: “a
minimum number of 208/240 V 40 amp, grounded AC outlet(s), that is equal to 5 percent of the total
number of parking spaces, rounded up to the next whole number. The outlet(s) shall be located in the
parking area.” Thus, compliance with the LA Green Building Code will ensure that electric car charging
stations will be provided on-site.
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With respect to the AQMD’s recommendation to require the Project Site to include a solar photovoltaic or
an alternate system with means of generating renewable electricity, the Project will be in full compliance
with the requirements of the LA Green Building Code’s stipulation for pre-wiring for future electrical
solar systems. CEQA requires the City to implement the AQMD’s recommended measure unless there
are legal, technological, social, economic, or other considerations that make it infeasible or the measure
cannot be implemented within a reasonable period of time. In this case, a consideration that makes a
commitment to installing solar panels infeasible is the lack of specific project building design, which
would be required to determine whether or not a roof top photovoltaic system is technically feasible
because the pitch of the roof and shading from other structures on the rooftop that would be known from a
specific project building design are among the factors that affect technical feasibility. The City cannot
forecast the future design of the building to a level of certainty that would allow the City to require solar
panels as a feasible mitigation measure. It is too speculative. This consideration alone is sufficient to
reject the recommended mitigation measure. However, separate and independent from this consideration
is the social infeasibility of the recommendation. The social policies that balance all the competing
interests of conservation, energy efficiency, economic growth, employment, and job creation were all
debated and balanced at the time the City adopted its Green Building Code. The Green Building Code
reflects the City’s determination as to what is socially feasible with regards to photovoltaic systems on
buildings and the Green Building Code stopped short of requiring installation of photovoltaic systems.
Instead, what is socially feasible is to pre-wire the buildings for potential future electrical solar systems.

With respect to the AQMD’s request to provide outlets for electric and propane barbecues in residential
areas, this measure will be incorporated into the Final EIR and MMRP as follows:

Mitigation Measure B.1-8: The Project shall provide electric outlets on residential balconies and
common areas for electric barbeques to the extent that such uses are
permitted on balconies and common areas per the Covenants, Conditions
and Restrictions recorded for the property.

With respect to the AQMD’s request to require use of electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, require
electric or alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and require the use of water-based or low
VOC cleaning products, this measure will be incorporated into the Final EIR and MMRP as follows:

Mitigation Measure B.1-9: The Project shall use electric lawn mowers and leaf blowers, electric or
alternatively fueled sweepers with HEPA filters, and use water-based or
low VOC cleaning products for maintenance of the building.

Comment No. 07-4

Construction Equipment Mitigation Measures

3. The lead agency determined that the proposed project will exceed the CEQA construction
significance threshold regionally for NOx and VOCs and locally for PM2.5 and NOX; therefore,
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AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency provide the following additional mitigation measures
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4.

o Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material delivery trucks and soil
import/export) and if the lead agency determines that 2010 model year or newer diesel trucks
cannot be obtained the lead agency shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007 model year NOx
emissions requirements.

Response to Comment No. 07-4

In response to this comment, the following additional mitigation measure has been added to Section
IV.B.1, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. See Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of this
Final EIR.

Mitigation Measure B.1-3 Haul truck fleets during demolition and grading excavation activities
shall use newer truck fleets (e.g., alternative fueled vehicles or vehicles
that meet 2010 model year United States Environmental Protection
Agency NOx standards), where commercially available. At a minimum,
truck fleets used for these activities shall use trucks that meet EPA 2007
model year NOx emissions requirements.

Comment No. 07-5

Health Risk Assessment

4. The proposed project will allow new high density residential units to be placed in close proximity to
the 101 Freeway that currently carries over 200,000 vehicles per day. As a result, the project’s
sensitive land uses will be exposed to a significant source of TACs. In determining the potential
health risks, the lead agency should use the most comprehensive and recent air quality data available.
Therefore, the AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency consider revising its health risk
assessment using the latest emissions factors from EMFAC2011 as opposed to the outdated CT-
EMFAC2007, and using the Caltrans Performance Measurement System (PeMS)' to analyze the
duration, volume, and speed of peak traffic activity on the 101 Freeway.

Response to Comment No. 07-5

The SCAQMD recommends that the lead agency update the HRA using the most comprehensive and
current air quality data available. The Project HRA was based on the most current data available at the
time the Project NOP was published. Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR
must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they
exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the

! http://pems.dot.ca.gov/
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time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This
environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency
determines whether an impact is significant.

The SCAQMD provided a NOP comment letter on the Project dated May 6, 2011. In that letter, the
SCAQMD did not request that any HRA’s prepared for the Project should utilize a specific EMFAC
version or specific traffic data. It should be noted that EMFAC 2011 was not available at the time the
NOP was published. The NOP comment letter did suggest that any HRA’s should be consistent with the
Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel Idling
Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis. This guidance document was consulted prior to the
preparation of the Project HRA and the Project HRA is consistent with the relevant guidance information
from this document. Parker Environmental Consultants staff also consulted directly with SCAQMD? and
Caltrans® staff with respect to general HRA assumptions and methodology and traffic data for use in the
preparation of the Project HRA. Thus, consistent with the requirements and spirit of CEQA, the Project
HRA used the best information available at the time the NOP was published to evaluate the Project’s
potential impacts through a good-faith and reasoned analysis.

Furthermore, although EMFAC2011 is now currently available, the use of EMFAC2007 for the Project
HRA is consistent with the EMFAC2007 data that is built-in to CalEEMod, which is the model
SCAQMD supports for a development project’s generation of air quality emissions. Thus, the Project
Draft EIR utilized EMFAC2007 via CalEEMod to estimate the Project’s generation of air quality
emissions, and similarly, the Project HRA utilized EMFAC2007 to evaluate impacts associated with the
placement of sensitive receptors in close proximity to the 101 Freeway. Thus, the Draft EIR is internally
consistent with its air quality modeling for all impact issues areas. Also, it should be noted that if the
Project HRA were to be revised using EMFAC2011, the impacts would likely be reduced compared to the
impacts disclosed in the Draft EIR. EMFAC2011 includes the latest data on California’s car and truck
fleets and travel activity. EMFAC2011 also reflects the emissions benefits of ARB’s recent rulemakings
including on-road diesel fleet rules, Pavley Clean Car Standards, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard.* As
these updates would effectively lower several emission factors, it is logical to infer that total emissions
estimated for the 101 Freeway would decrease and associated exposure impacts disclosed in the Draft
EIR would also likely decrease. As such, the Project HRA contained in the Draft EIR represents a
reasonable and worst-case impact analysis and no further analysis is warranted.

* Multiple telephone and email correspondence with lan MacMillan, SCAQMD Program Supervisor, CEQA
Intergovernmental Review, August 2011.

> Email correspondence with Steven M. Malkson, Lead Transportation Engineer, Caltrans District 7 Traffic

Monitoring, November 8, 2011.
* EMFAC2011 Technical Documentation page 13, California EPA, Air Resources Board, September 19, 2011.
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Finally, as noted above, the air quality at the 101 Freeway is part of an existing environmental condition.
CEQA does not require the Draft EIR to analyze the impact of the environment on the Project. The case
law cited above supports this position. The Draft EIR included the Project HRA to present a conservative
analysis and in the spirit of full disclosure. Further analysis or HRA modeling is not required in the Final
EIR.
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LETTER NO. 08 - SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

Jonathan Nadler
Manager, Compliance and Performance Assessment

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street, 120 Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 08-1

Thank you for submitting the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Millennium Hollywood Project
to the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for review and comment. SCAG is the
authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review (IGR) of programs proposed for federal
financial assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12372.
Additionally, SCAG reviews the Environmental Impact Reports of projects of regional significance for
consistency with regional plans pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA
Guidelines.

Response to Comment No. 08-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 08-2

Based on SCAG staff's review, the proposed project supports the goals of SCAG's 2012-2035 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (ATP/SCS) by focusing growth near transit areas
and increasing the variety of available transportation and housing choices in the Hollywood neighborhood
in Los Angeles California. SCAG staff comments are detailed in the attachment to this letter.

When available, please send a copy of the Final Environmental Impact Report to the attention of Pamela
Lee at SCAG, 818 West 7" Street, 12" floor, Los Angeles, California, 90017 or by email to
leep@scag.ca.gov. If you have any questions regarding the attached comments, please contact Pamela
Lee at (213) 236-1895 or leep@scag.ca.gov. Thank you.

Response to Comment No. 08-2

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying
and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. However, the comment does state that the
Project supports the goals of SCAG’s 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
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Strategy (RTP/SCS). As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 08-3

Summary

SCAG is the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency under state law responsible for
preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) including its Sustainable Communities Strategy
(SCS) component pursuant to SB 375. As the clearinghouse for regionally significant projects per
Executive Order 12372, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects, and programs with
regional plans. Guidance provided by these reviews is intended to assist local agencies and project
sponsors to take actions that contribute to the attainment of the regional goals and policies in the adopted
2012-2035 RTP/SCS.

Based on SCAG staff review, the proposed project supports the applicable goals of the 2012-2035
RTP/SCS, and the analysis in the DEIR is properly based on the growth forecasts adopted as part of the
2012-2035 RTP/SCS.

Response to Comment No. 08-3

The comment describes SCAG’s role and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the
Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. However, the comment
does state that the Project supports the goals of SCAG’s 2012-2035 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the analysis in the Draft EIR is properly based on
the growth forecasts adopted as part of that plan. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 08-4

2012-2035 RTP/SCS GOALS

The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS links the goal of sustaining mobility with the goals of fostering economic
development, enhancing the environment, reducing energy consumption, promoting transportation-
friendly development patterns, and encouraging fair and equitable access to residents affected by socio-
economic, geographic and commercial limitations (see http://rtpscs.scag .ca.gov). The goals included in
the 2012 RTP/SCS, listed below, may be pertinent to the proposed project.
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2012-2035 RTP/SCS GOALS

RTP/SCS G1: Align the plan investments and policies with improving regional economic development and
competitiveness

RTP/SCS G2: Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region
RTP/SCS G3: Ensure travel safely and reliability for all people and goods in the region
RTP/SCS G4: Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system
RTP/SCS G5: Maximize the productivity of our transportation system

RTP/SCS G6: Protect the environment and health for our residents by improving air quality and encouraging active
transportation (non-motorized transportation, such as bicycling and walking)

RTP/SCS G7: Actively encourage and create incentives for energy efficiency, where possible
RTP/SCS G8: Encourage land use and growth pattems that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation

RTP/SCS G9: Maximize the security of the regional transportation system through improved system monitoring, rapid
recovery planning, and coordination with other security agencies

Response to Comment No. 08-4

The comment discusses the overall goal of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS and lists goals that may be pertinent
to the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 08-5

SCAG Staff Comments

The proposed project would promote economic growth throughout the Hollywood neighborhood through
the development of new amenities and land uses while attracting businesses, residents, and tourists that
generate new revenue sources for the City of Los Angeles (DEIR page 1/-47; RTP/SCS Goal G1).

Response to Comment No. 08-5

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to growth strategy, overall
economic development, and consistency with RTP/SCS Goal 1. As such, the comment is acknowledged
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 08-6

The project will encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized
transportation. The project is located adjacent to a Metro Red Line Station near the Hollywood
Boulevard and Vine Street intersection and includes pedestrian oriented, mixed-use community design
features, The Los Angeles City Bicycle Plan designates several streets within the project site as bicycle
lanes (DEIR page 1/1-36; RTP/SCS Goals G2, G5, G6, and G8).
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Response to Comment No. 08-6

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to a growth strategy that
facilitates transit and non-motorized transportation and consistency with RTP/SCS Goals G2, G5, G6, and
G8. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 08-7

Through the implementation of a Transportation Demand Management Program (TDM) mitigation
measure, the proposed project is expected to achieve a 15 percent reduction in project-generated vehicle
trips and reduce associated traffic congestion and emissions (DEIR page 1V.B.1-41; RTPISCS Goals G2
and G6).

Response to Comment No. 08-7

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to growth strategy
transportation demand management program implementation and consistency with RTP/SCS Goals G2
and G6. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 08-8

Through mixed-use, infill development near transit stations and major transit corridors, the proposed
project encourages mobility and accessibility throughout the project site, encourages land use and growth
patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation and supports regional connectivity. The
proposed additional residential density and commercial uses would be located in an area currently served
by public transit, including the Metro Rail Red Line, and would be located near existing transportation
corridors, including Hollywood Boulevard (DEIR page 1V.G-28; RTP/SCS Goals G2, G3, G5, G6, and
GB8).

Response to Comment No. 08-8

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to growth strategy, infill
development near transit stations, and consistency with RTP/SCS Goals G2, G3, G5, G6, and G8. As
such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 08-9

Active transportation will be encouraged throughout the proposed project's design. Pedestrian linkages,
walkways, and bike locks will be provided as a part of the project to help provide a variety of travel
choices (OEIR page IV.G-31; RTP/SCS Goals G2, G5, G6, and GS).
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Response to Comment No. 08-9

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to growth strategy active
transportation and design and consistency with RTP/SCS Goals G2, G5, G6, and G8. As such, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.

Comment No. 08-10

The project supports the preservation and productivity of our sustainable regional transportation system.
The project accommodates growth and is located near mass transit, thereby reducing air quality impacts,
greenhouse gas emissions and traffic congestion (DEIR page IV.G-44; RTP/SCS Goals G4, G5, and G6).

Response to Comment No. 08-10

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to growth strategy,
productivity of a regional transportation system, and consistency with RTP/SCS Goals G4, G5, and G6.
As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 08-11

2012-2035 RTP/SCS REGIONAL GROWTH FORECASTS

The Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project should reflect the most recently adopted SCAG
forecasts, which are the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS population, household and employment forecasts (adopted
by the SCAG regional Council in April 2012). The forecasts for the region and jurisdiction are presented

below.
Adopted SCAG Region Wide Forecasts Adopted City of Los Angeles Forecasts
Year 2020 Year 2035 Year 2020 Year 2035
Population 19,663,000 22,091,000 Population 3,991,700 4,320,600
Households 6,458,000 7,325,000 Households 1,455,700 1,626,600
Employment 8,414,000 9,441,000 Employment 1,817,700 1,906,800

SCAG Staff Comments

Pages IV.I-4 and 1V.1-8 indicate that the Draft EIR population, household and employment analyses
were based on the adopted SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/ISCS Regional Growth Forecasts.
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Response to Comment No. 08-11

The comment supports the overall adequacy of the Draft EIR with regards to growth forecasts. As such,
the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for
their review and consideration.

Comment No. 08-12

MITIGATION
SCAG Staff Comments

SCAG staff recommends review of the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Final Program EIR List of Mitigation
Measures Appendix for additional guidance, as appropriate. The SCAG List of Mitigation Measures may
be found here: http://scag.ca.govligrlpdfISCAG IGRMMRP 2012.pdf

Response to Comment No. 08-12

The comment recommends a review of a list of mitigation measures for additional guidance but does not
state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing
the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 09 - AMDA

Victor S. De la Cruz
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP
for AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 09-1

This firm represents AMDA College and Conservatory of the Performing Arts ("AMDA"). On behalf of
AMDA, thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report ("DEIR") for the Millennium Hollywood Project (the "Project"). The proposed Project would be
constructed directly adjacent to AMDA's' approximately 2-acre campus in Hollywood. In particular,
AMDA's building at 1777 Vine Street ("AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building"), a five-story facility
housing the majority of AMDA's classrooms, acting rehearsal rooms, dance studios, and private voice
rooms, shares a property line with the Project where one of the two proposed 585-foot high towers could
be built without even the most minor of setbacks. Thus, the impacts of the proposed Project's
construction alone could be catastrophic to AMDA if not properly mitigated in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA").

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

Response to Comment No. 09-1

The comment is an introduction stating that the letter is being written on behalf of AMDA College and
Conservatory of the Performing Arts. The comment does not challenge the adequacy of the Draft EIR,
but is noted for the record. The letter then details what AMDA is and what it does. It should be noted
that AMDA was aware of the Project and potential for development on the Project Site before AMDA
purchased the 1777 Vine Street building. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 09-2

However, a massive one million-plus square foot project needs to be appropriately analyzed and mitigated
under CEQA, something which this DEIR fails to do. As a threshold matter, although the DEIR
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acknowledges that schools are sensitive receptors, it does not identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor.
This is unacceptable; all of the Project's potentially significant impacts to AMDA must be disclosed,
analyzed, and mitigated to the maximum extent feasible.

Response to Comment No. 09-2

This comment contends that AMDA should have been identified as a noise and vibration sensitive
receptor in the Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment No. 09-11 (AMDA) for a detailed response
to this issue. To summarize, AMDA operations currently occur in commercial office buildings that are
not designed to accommodate nor shield noise and vibration sensitive operations. Furthermore, the
AMDA facility is located in a heavily urbanized submarket that has an inherent expectation for
redevelopment, infill development, and general development construction activities. While the Draft EIR
did not identify AMDA as a noise and vibration sensitive receptor, this designation would not change the
impact determinations disclosed in the Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the Draft EIR
provides an analysis of temporary construction related noise and vibration increases occurring within an
approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site.

Comment No. 09-3

Likewise, CEQA requires an accurate, stable, and finite project description, yet the DEIR's equivalency
program would allow virtually any type of development to be built, irrespective of what the DEIR
renderings and vague development regulations (the "Development Regulations") might indicate. Greater
specificity about the project is necessary for the public to meaningfully participate in the approval process
for the Project.

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

Response to Comment No. 09-3

The Project Description is designed to allow the Draft EIR to create a Project impact “envelope” that
comprehends all of the impacts of a range of Project build-out combinations. As such, the Project
Description is stable and presents the information required by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for
environmental review.

The Project Description, provided in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, contains the
required contents set forth in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines, which was cited by the Commenter.
Specifically, Section 15124(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, “The precise location and boundaries of
the proposed project shall be shown on a detailed map, preferably topographic. The location of the project
shall also appear on a regional map.” Consistent with these requirements, Figure 1I-1 on page II-3 of
Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR depicts the regional vicinity of the Project Site, Figure II-
5 on page II-17 and Figure II-6 on page 11-19 provide Photo Location Maps of the Project Site, Figure
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II-7 on page I1-25 provides a site plan of the Project Site, and Figure I1I-2 on page II-2 provides an aerial
view of the Project Site and its environs.

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, “A statement of objectives sought by the proposed
project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of
alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of
overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose
of the project.” Pages 11-44 through 1I-48 of Subsection D, in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft
EIR discusses the Project Objectives. In addition, as stated on page 11-44, “The underlying purpose of the
Project is to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-use
development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for
creative development consistent with the priorities of the City's urban land use policies for Hollywood
and those expressed by various stakeholders.”

Section 15124(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, “A general description of the project's technical,
economic, and environmental characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and
supporting public service facilities.” Pages II-15 through 11-44 of Section II, Project Description, provides
a discussion of the project’s characteristics.

Section 15124(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, “A statement briefly describing the intended uses of
the EIR”. Pages 11-49 through II-50 of Subsection E, in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR
provides a discussion of the “Intended Uses of the EIR.”

Based on the above, the Project Description in the Draft EIR meets the requirements of CEQA and
accurately describes the Proposed Project in an appropriate level of detail for evaluation and review of
environmental impacts.

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the contrary,
CEQA Guideline Section 15124 provides: “The description of the project . . . should not supply extensive
detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact.” See also, Dry Creek
Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal. App. 4th 20, 27 - 28 (1990) (conceptual design satisfies
CEQA’s requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is not
required). Therefore, the Project Description in the EIR includes a range of options that could result from
the Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single
project.

With regards to the adequacy of the Project Description, please refer to Response to Comments Nos. 81-2
and 81-3 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information.

Comment No. 09-4

I. AMDA AND ITS HOLLYWOOD CAMPUS
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AMDA is one of the country's preeminent non-profit colleges for the performing arts, with its two
campuses in New York City and Los Angeles recognized internationally for launching some of the most
successful careers in theater, film, and television. Fully accredited by the National Association of Schools
of Theater ("NAST")’, AMDA's Los Angeles campus enrolls approximately 700 students from
throughout the world and offers both a 4-year bachelor of fine arts and various 2-year certificate
programs. Since 2003, AMDA's Hollywood campus has been a thriving community of young artists
engaged daily in everything from general education courses typical of more traditional4-year colleges, to
musical theater, dance studios, and voice recitals.

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

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-4

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather
discloses information about what AMDA is and what they do. These comments will be forwarded the
decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 09-5

II. THE HOLLYWOOD MILLENNIUM PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMNTAL IMPACT
REPORT

NAST has been designated by the United States Department of Education as the agency responsible for the
accreditation throughout the United States of freestanding institutions and units offering theatre and theatre-related.
programs (both degree-and non-degree-granting). NAST cooperates with the six regional associations in the process
of accreditation and, in the field of teacher education, with the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher
Education. NAST consults with the American Alliance for Theatre and Education, the Association for Theatre in
Higher Education, and similar organizations in the development of NAST standards and guidelines for accreditation.
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The DEIR has several flaws and must be revised and re-circulated to comply with CEQ A. Set forth
below are our specific comments on the DEIR.

Response to Comment No. 09-5

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather states
that the entire DEIR is flawed and must be revised. This is more of an introductory statement to the
comments to follow. These comments will be forwarded the decision makers for their consideration and
no further response is required.

Comment No. 09-6

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-6

The Draft EIR provides a worst-case impact analysis for each category of impact. For each category, the
Draft EIR uses the scenario that would produce the greatest impact. Thus, the Project Description is
designed to allow the Draft EIR to create a Project impact “envelope” that comprehends all of the impacts
of a range of Project build-out combinations.

For a given environmental category, the Draft EIR analyzes the scenario most likely to cause the greatest
impact for that category. This “worst - case impact envelope” approach complies with CEQA, which
allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all
of the impacts are disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985);
County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not
per se violation of CEQA, provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may
describe a project more broadly than the project actually approved). Therefore, the Project Description in
the EIR includes a range of options that could result from the Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR
from analyzing a range of potential options for a single project.
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With regards to the commenter’s statement that the equivalency program is over-ambitious, please refer
to Response to Comments 81-2 through 81-4 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information.

Comment No. 09-7

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

Response to Comment No. 09-7

The comment notes that the Development Agreement and Project Description are so vague that almost
anything could be built at the Project Site. However, the Project Description is designed to allow the
Draft EIR to create a Project impact “envelope” that comprehends all of the impacts of a range of Project
build-out combinations. As such, the Project Description is stable and presents the information required
by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for environmental review. The Project Description, provided in
Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR contains the required contents set forth in Section 15124
of the CEQA Guidelines.

The comment expresses concerns that the Project is not consistent with its original application to the City.
There are some inconsistencies with the application submitted in 2008, like the levels of parking,
however, the Project would have to comply with what was studied in the Draft EIR, not what the 2008
application describes. The Draft EIR provides a reasonable worst case impact analysis for each
environmental category of impact, which complies with CEQA. Specifically, development proposed
through the Equivalency Program allows the Project Applicant to construct land uses and structures that
are consistent with the growth of Hollywood and local economy at the time of construction. It does not
allow the Project Applicant to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in the Draft EIR.
Through the analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the
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Residential Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue
area.

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails to identify the locations of driveways and ingress/egress
points, specifically along Vine Street. The locations of driveways and ingress/egress points, including
along Vine Street, are identified in the Draft EIR. As described in Section IV.K.1, Transportation —
Traffic, on page IV.K.1-35 of the Draft EIR, under the Project, vehicular access to the West Site would be
provided via two full-service driveways. One driveway would be located along Ivar Avenue and one
would be located along Vine Street. Access to the East Site would be through three driveways — one
driveway each on Vine Street, Yucca Street, and Argyle Avenue. All driveways would be mid-block
(away from signalized intersections) and would be full service (left-turns are allowed to and from the
driveways). The driveways would be similar to the existing driveways on these street segments, such as
the existing rental car facility and Capitol Records driveways.

Due to the community’s desire to enhance the pedestrian experience by not disrupting the Vine Street
sidewalk, a No Vine Street Access Scenario was developed and analyzed (see Appendix K of Appendix
K.1 to the Draft EIR). Under the No Vine Street Access Scenario, all new access to the Project would be
provided from Ivar Avenue for the West Site and Argyle Avenue for the East Site. The existing Capitol
Records Complex driveway along Yucca Street east of Vine Street would be maintained for access to the
East Site. Contrary to the assertion in the comment, the Draft EIR contains a detailed analysis of the
driveway access and analyzes scenarios with alternative driveway access patterns. The net AM and PM
peak hour Project traffic volumes for the Project with No Vine Street Access are presented in Figures
IV.K.1-17 and IV.K.1-18, respectively. The Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) Summary for the
Project under the Existing (2011), Future (2020), and Horizon Year (2035) traffic conditions Without and
With Project for the No Vine Street Access Scenario are presented in Table IV.K.1-22. The Significance
of Traffic Impacts Comparison of Existing (2011), Future (2020), and Horizon Year (2035) traffic
conditions with and without access from Vine Street is presented in Table IV.K.1-23, on page [V.K.1-113
of the Draft EIR.

The comment also states that the Draft EIR does not analyze certain components, such as alcohol sales;
however, the Draft EIR states that the Project Applicant is requesting a master conditional use permit to
permit the onsite sales and consumption and sale for offsite consumption of a full line of alcoholic
beverages. Further, the Project Description also states that “[f]ood and beverage uses would be provided
both on the ground floor and within the hotel, sports club and office and on a possible rooftop observation
deck. The food and beverage uses would include full-service restaurants and a café. The full service
restaurant would also include outdoor dining areas.” See Section 11, Project Description, page 11-30. As
such, pursuant to the Project Description, the full-service restaurants and café, the hotel and the dining
area of the potential rooftop observation deck could serve alcohol. The Project Applicant is requesting a
master conditional use permit to permit the onsite sales and consumption and sale for offsite consumption
of a full line of alcoholic beverages. Because none of the specific operators of the alcohol-serving
establishments can be known until after the Project is built, a master conditional use would require that
each operator seek and obtain plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator is
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authorized to serve alcohol within the project. The purpose of the plan approval is to ensure that each
operator proposes a use that is consistent and compatible with the master conditional use permit. These
uses are discussed when analyzing the Project and its retail and commercial uses. Please see Response to
Comment Nos. 81-7 and 81-10 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information regarding alcohol
sales.

Comment No. 09-8

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

Response to Comment No. 09-8

The comment states that case law on equivalency programs is limited and cites two cases regarding the
adequacy of project descriptions under CEQA. The comment does not provide any specific information
with respect to why or how the commenter believes the Draft EIR or the Project Description is
insufficient in any way. The Project Description is stable and presents the information required by CEQA
to provide a meaningful basis for environmental review. The Project Description complies with the
requirements set forth in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines.

An EIR requires an accurate and stable project description as described by the commenter. This does not
mean, however, that the project description must be rigid or inflexible. See County of Inyo v. City of Los
Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 199 (1977). The Draft EIR provides a reasonable worst case impact
analysis for each category of impact. For each category, the Draft EIR uses the scenario that would
produce the greatest impact. Thus, the Project Description is designed to allow the Draft EIR to create a
Project impact “envelope” that comprehends all of the impacts of the range of Project build-out
combinations. For a given environmental category, the Draft EIR analyzes the scenario most likely to
cause the greatest impact for that category.

See Response to Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information as to the Project
Description’s adequacy under CEQA.

Comment No. 09-9

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

Response to Comment No. 09-9

The comment cites additional case law regarding the adequacy of project descriptions under CEQA and
asserts that the analyses in the Draft EIR would be meaningless because the Project Applicant has no
obligation to build the Concept Plan or a project that looks anything like it. As described in Section II,
Project Description, of the Draft EIR, “[t]hrough the analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional
scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential Scenario, further described below, this Draft EIR
analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue area. The most intense impacts from
each scenario represent the greatest environmental impacts permitted for any development scenario for
the Project. The Project may not exceed any of the maximum impacts identified for each issue area from
either the Concept Plan, the Residential Scenario, or the Commercial Scenario.” Page I1-21.

The EIR provides a reasonable worst-case impact analysis for each category of impact. For each category,
the EIR uses the scenario that would produce the greatest impact. Thus, the Project Description is
designed to allow the EIR to create a Project impact “envelope” that comprehends all of the impacts of a
range of Project build-out combinations. For a given environmental category, the EIR analyzes the
scenario most likely to cause the greatest impact for that category.

This “worst-case impact envelope” approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to
approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are
disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City
of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA,
provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more
broadly than the project actually approved).

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the contrary,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 provides: “The description of the project . . . should not supply
extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact.” See also, Dry
Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal. App. 4th 20 (1990) (conceptual design satisfies
CEQA’s requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is not
required). In Dry Creek Citizens Coalition, the appellants contended that the EIR provided an inadequate
conceptual description of the stream diversion structures and that actual design of the structures could not
be deferred until after project approval. Id. at 27. The appellant further claimed that only precise
engineering designs provide the necessary detail to analyze the environmental consequences of the entire
project under CEQA. 1d. The court rejected those contentions, relying on CEQA Guidelines Section
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15124 and explained that CEQA requires general descriptions of the technical aspects of a project. Id. at
36. The conceptual description of the stream diversion structures for the mining project included
dimensions, heights, the purposes of the structures, and figures relating to the structures.

Like the conceptual description of the stream diversion structures for the mining project in Dry Creek
Citizens Coalition, here, the Project Description is legally adequate because it contains sufficient detail to
enable the public and the decision makers to understand the environmental impacts of the proposed
project. Id. at 36. A description of the technical and environmental characteristics of the Project are
described and illustrated in the Project Description, including but not limited to details regarding the
proposed uses, points of access, floor area averaging, maximum FAR, scale and massing, height ranges,
and Project purposes and objectives. See Section II, Project Description of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the
Project Description in the EIR includes a range of options that could result from the Project. CEQA does
not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single project. As such, the analysis
on impacts in the Draft EIR represents the greatest environmental impacts permitted for any development
scenario for the Project.

Comment No. 09-10

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

Response to Comment No. 09-10

The Project Description provides a meaningful understanding of the Project. As stated on Page I-7 in the
Introduction/Summary, and thereafter throughout each substantive chapter, the Draft EIR “analyzes the
greatest potential environmental impact of the Project for each issue area. The Project may not exceed
these maximum impacts for each issue area.” The Draft EIR informs the public as to the extent of the
maximum potential impacts and, where feasible, the mitigation measures used to reduce each of those
impacts below a level of significance. The Draft EIR thereby complies with the CEQA mandate that
requires review of “entirety of the project,” San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149
Cal. App. 4™ 645, 654, 57 Cal. Rptr. 3d 663, 671 (5™ Dist. 2007), including all reasonably foreseeable
uses. Id. at 149 Cal. App. 4™ 660, 57 Cal. Rptr. 3d at 676.
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The Development Agreement does permit, as is typical in such arrangements, for portions of the Project
Site to be sold to and developed by third parties. Any such transfer cannot, however, affect the
constraints placed on development of the Project Site by the CEQA approval and the Development
Agreement itself. The maximum impacts identified in the EIR cannot be exceeded by the Project
Applicant or a potential third part developer. Government Code Section 65868.5 requires that every
Development Agreement be recorded after approval, and makes every such agreement “binding upon all
successors in interest.”

The Development Agreement provisions limiting further discretionary reviews or actions during the
build-out phase is also a standard provision in development agreements, and reflects the central purpose
of the Development Agreement Act, which is to provide private sector developers with “assurance. . .that
upon approval of the project, the applicant may proceed with the project in accordance with existing
policies, rules and regulations, and subject to conditions of approval. Government Code Section
65864(b). Subsequent discretionary reviews may still take place if consistent with the rules, regulations
and policies in effect when the project was approved or to process a subsequent application by the
developer for a new or amended approval. Government Code Section 65866.

Please refer to Response to Comments 81-2, 81-3, and 81-4 (Reznik, Benjamin #2)) for additional
information regarding adequacy of the Project Description.

Comment No. 09-11

B. The DEIR Excludes Analysis and Mitigation of Clearly Significant and Adverse Noise and
Vibration Impacts to AMDA and Avoids Meaningful Analysis and Mitigation of Noise and
Vibration Impacts, Generally.

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

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide defines noise sensitive land uses to include residences, transient
lodging, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters,
playgrounds, and parks. (L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. 1.1-2.) Although the DEIR acknowledges that
schools, auditoriums, and concert halls are sensitive receptors at page IV.H-15, inexplicably AMDA-
which shares a property line with the Project- is excluded from the list of sensitive land uses adjacent to
the Project site.” The DEIR's omission of AMDA as a sensitive receptor is a material error in the DEIR
that has prevented significant impacts from being disclosed and mitigated.

To be perfectly clear, AMDA is a school and the quintessential sensitive receptor. Within AMDA's 1777
Vine Street Building, for example, when students are not taking classes such as "Harmony Review Lab,"

®  AMDA has been a prominent member of the Hollywood community since 2003 and various principals of Millennium

Hollywood LLC (the "Applicant™) have been familiar with AMDA for several years, all of which makes the omission
very confusing to AMDA. Moreover, since 2010, well before issuance of the DEIR's Notice of Preparation, all of
AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building was being used by the college.
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"Sight Singing Review Lab," and "Piano Lab," they may be practicing their singing in a private voice
room, dancing ballet in one of the dance studios, or doing breathing exercises with a voice tutor. Every
day, the AMDA campus is a thriving hub of productions, recitals, rehearsals, and classes from early
morning until about 11:30 p.m., and in summer months AMDA's outdoor stage hosts multiple
productions. How all this could continue to happen with the immediately adjacent construction of over
one million square feet of towers is something the DEIR cannot ignore.

Response to Comment No. 09-11

This comment contends that AMDA should have been identified as a noise and vibration sensitive
receptor in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR’s determination that the AMDA campus was not a sensitive
receptor was based on building permit and land use codes reported on the City’s Zoning Information and
Map Access System (ZIMAS) database. Per the ZIMAS database, the property at 6305 W. Yucca Street
is identified as a “store and office combination.” There are no use permits on file indicating that the site
is utilized as a school or institutional use with 700 students, student housing, amphitheaters, library,
studio and classroom spaces.

AMDA applied for a building permit and certificate of occupancy in 2003 for interior renovations to
change 10,590 square feet of office uses to a dance school including interior and exterior remodeling.
However, this conditional certificate of occupancy has not been finalized, and as such, did not appear in
the ZIMAS database. Therefore, AMDA’s current use of the property at 6305 Yucca Street (also
associated with addresses 6309-6317 W. Yucca Street and 1801-1805 N. Vine Street), appears to be a
non-permitted use, as there appears to be no use permits on file authorizing the operation of a school.

AMDA’s property at 1777 N. Vine Street is identified in the ZIMAS database as an office building. The
only use permit on file for this property is a certificate of occupancy issued in 1962 for a six-story Type |
professional office building and parking garage. There appears to be no existing use permits authorizing
the use or operation of a school. Furthermore, at the time the NOP was published, this property had
vacant storefronts on the ground floor and was advertising office spaces for lease. As such, it was
determined that this building was operating as an office building with a commercial dance studio and was
not considered a sensitive land use.

With respect to CEQA, it should be noted that when determining whether an environmental impact is
significant, "the question is whether a project will affect the environment of persons in general, not
whether a project will affect particular persons." Mira Mar Mobile Community v City of Oceanside (2004)
119 CA4th 477,492, 14 CR3d 308. Here, the Draft EIR has adequately analyzed the noise impacts on the
surrounding environment even though all of the AMDA facilities were not specifically listed as a

sensitive uses for the reasons explained above. Regardless of the land use designations at AMDA, the
Draft EIR provides an analysis of temporary construction related noise and vibration increases occurring
within an approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site. As shown on page IV.H-15 of the Draft EIR,
all of AMDA'’s student housing facilities were in fact identified as sensitive receptors. Sensitive Receptor
No. 1 included the multi-family residential uses north of the Project Site across Yucca. This includes the
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Franklin Building, the Yucca Street Apartments, the Allview Apartments, [var Residence Hall, the Vine
Street Apartments, and the “Bungalows,” all of which are described as AMDA student housing. The
construction noise impacts were quantified and reported in Table IV.H-9 on page IV.H-25 of the Draft
EIR.

The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses
would be considered significant and unavoidable after mitigation. Specifically identifying AMDA’s
classrooms and studio uses as one singular land use that could be impacted would not change the level of
construction impacts in the Project area. Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that
would ensure noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum
extent feasible, regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. As such, the
Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land
uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the
maximum extent feasible. The mitigation strategies recommended in the Draft EIR would serve to reduce
the Project’s construction-related noise impacts for all adjacent and nearby land uses that could be
impacted, not just the sensitive land uses. Notwithstanding that no additions or corrections to the Draft
EIR are warranted, the following changes are proposed to mitigation measures H-3 and H-7 and are
recommended to address AMDA’s concern that their use was not identified as a sensitive receptor:

H-3 Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location
on the Project Site may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and
generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall be conducted as far as
feasibly possible from the-nearest neise—and-vibration-sensitive all adjacent land
uses. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods
with the greatest peak noise generation potential shall be operated efficiently to
minimize noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible.

H-7 Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending
eight-feet high shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the
amount of noise on the adjacent land uses and surrounding noise-sensitive
receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction.

Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, for a detailed discussion regarding noise mitigation

measurcs.

Comment No. 09-12

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

The DEIR must be re-circulated with information about the magnitude of construction and operational
noise impacts to AMDA, as well as all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce those impacts. It
is impossible to state the precise construction-related noise impacts to AMDA because the DEIR ignored
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analysis of AMDA altogether, but there can be no question that the impacts will be extremely significant
and adverse. Table IV.H-9 of the DEIR, for example, reveals that noise levels at the Pantages and Avalon
Theaters, both of which are anywhere from two to ten feet from the Project, will skyrocket from 69.8
dBA L4 to 113.9 dBA L., As DEIR Table IV.H-1 indicates, a dBA of 113.9 L., would be louder than a
jet flying overhead at a height of 100 feet (throughout the entire day) and louder than a rock band in an
indoor concert. This is troubling because the DEIR would allow construction next to AMDA at a similar
distance from the Pantages Theater. There is no way that AMDA could continue operating in such an
environment without specific mitigation that deals with AMDA as a sensitive receptor. Putting aside the
fact that no school could teach music in the middle of a rock concert, the Project would be putting AMDA
students and faculty in an environment that the DEIR states can cause temporary or permanent hearing
loss. ("Frequent exposure to noise levels greater than 85 dBA over time can cause temporary or
permanent hearing loss.") (DEIR, p. IV.H-3) Mitigation of these impacts on AMDA are of the utmost
necessity.

Response to Comment No. 09-12

The comment asserts that it is impossible to state the precise construction-related noise impacts upon
AMDA since it was not identified as a sensitive receptor in the Draft EIR, however, the comment
describes noise levels predicted in the Draft EIR for other adjacent land uses that are substantially similar
to the characteristics and setback distances of AMDA. The Draft EIR concludes that short-term
construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be considered significant and
unavoidable after mitigation. Further, the Draft EIR did identify AMDA’s student housing as sensitive
land uses and as such, properly disclosed the noise impacts upon AMDA’s residential land uses.

Specifically identifying AMDA’s classroom and studio uses as one singular land use that could be
impacted would not change the level of construction impacts for AMDA or the Project area.
Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would ensure noise and vibration impacts
upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible, regardless of the land use
designation or sensitive receptor identification. As such, the Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential
construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and provided a thorough and
comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the maximum extent feasible. As noted in
response to comment 09-11, above, Mitigation Measures H-3 and H-7 have been revised to ensure that
the construction equipment staging and barriers be positioned to protect all adjacent land uses including
AMDA’s building at 1777 Vine Street. Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment for a detailed
discussion regarding noise mitigation measures.

Comment No. 09-13

Furthermore, mitigation must address multiple different construction impacts- not just construction
machinery. For example, the DEIR notes that "[t]he Yucca street parking curb lane will be retained for

construction vehicle waiting and staging for the duration of Project construction during all hours ...
(DEIR, p. IV.K.2-22.) A revised DEIR should disclose that this truck staging area would literally divide
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AMDA's main campus area (i.e., the Vine Tower and AMDA’s 1777 Vine Street Building) and consider
whether the noise impacts from this staging area can be relocated away from a sensitive receptor.

Response to Comment No. 09-13

Mitigation Measures H-3, H-8 and H-10 located on pages IV.H-43 and IV.H-44 of the Draft EIR include
specific strategies to reduce impacts with respect to general construction activities, truck idling and
staging, and haul route activities. These mitigation measures would ensure that construction related noise
and vibration impacts upon all adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. As
noted in Response to Comment 09-11, above, Mitigation Measure H-3 has been revised to ensure that the
noise and vibration generating construction equipment be staged as far away as feasibly possible from all
adjacent land uses to include AMDA’s building at 1777 Vine Street. Also, please see Appendix J,
Feasibility Assessment, for a detailed discussion regarding noise mitigation measures.

Comment No. 09-14

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

The DEIR fails to fully disclose Project impacts by only reporting L., and not the full range of dBA
increases that would result from the project. L, or the equivalent energy noise level, "is the average
acoustic energy content of noise for a stated period of time." (DEIR, p. IV.H-2.) The DEIR is required to
not only disclose the average dBA over a period of time, but the full range of dBA (i.e., what will be the
loudest noises that will be occurring throughout construction). Disclosure of the full range of dBA is
important for many reasons. First, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide provides that a Project will have a
significant impact if construction activities lasting more than a day would exceed existing ambient
exterior noise levels by 1 0 dB A or more at a noise-sensitive use, or 5 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive
use for construction activities lasting more than ten days in a three-month period. (DEIR, p. IV.H-20.)
The thresholds are not based on L.y they are based on dBA alone. By only disclosing L., the DEIR
underreports the true range and magnitude of significant impacts.

Response to Comment No. 09-14

The Draft EIR used the proper methodology to analyze potential noise impacts. Consistent with Section
111.01(a) of the LAMC pertaining to noise monitoring, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds
Guide, and the standard methodology used by the City Planning Department for noise impact analyses in
EIRs, the Project Draft EIR appropriately analyzed construction related noise impacts based on the Lq
designation. As illustrated in Tables IV.H-7 and H-8 of the Draft EIR, the construction noise analysis
utilized the worst-case noise ranges in terms of Ly, per the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide.
These worst-case L., reference noise levels were utilized to model construction impacts on adjacent uses
based on the closest possible distance from the adjacent use to the Project Site’s property lines. Thus, as
construction equipment would infrequently operate on the Project Site property line, the estimated
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construction noise levels disclosed in Table IV.H-9 of the Draft EIR are very conservative, and in some
cases, likely overstate the actual peak noise level increases at the identified locations.

Comment No. 09-15

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

Response to Comment No. 09-15

As illustrated in Tables IV.H-7 and H-8 of the Draft EIR, the construction noise analysis utilized the
worst-case noise ranges in terms of L., per the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide. These
worst-case L, reference noise levels were utilized to model construction impacts on adjacent uses based
on the closest possible distance from the adjacent use to the Project Site’s property lines. Thus, as
construction equipment would infrequently, if ever, operate on the Project Site property line, the
estimated construction noise levels disclosed in Table IV.H-9 of the Draft EIR are very conservative, and
in some cases, likely overstate the actual peak noise level increases at the identified locations. As such,
the Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent
land uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the
maximum extent feasible.

Comment No. 09-16

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

Response to Comment No. 09-16

As discussed in detail in the Draft EIR, the short-term construction noise impacts are based on worst-case
assumptions to disclose the peak noise level impacts on adjacent land uses. Mitigation Measure H-2
states that construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM Monday
through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday or national holidays. No construction activities
shall occur on any Sunday. Thus, the noise estimates provided in terms of L., were not discounted for
non-construction periods or nighttime hours and represent construction noise during regular construction
hours, and thus, the estimates adequately represent the worst-case construction related noise impacts.
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Comment No. 09-17

4. The DEIR’s Noise Section is Rendered Meaningless by Failure to Report Post-Mitigation
Noise impacts and Failure to Definite Mitigation Measures with any Precision or Certainty.

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

Response to Comment No. 09-17

The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to indicate what the Project's noise impacts will be after
mitigation. However, the Draft EIR does in fact indicate the Project’s noise impacts after mitigation after
each impact discussion. Please see Pages [V.H-2; IV.H-29; IV.H-31 in the Draft EIR for example. It
should be noted that Exhibit G referenced in this comment does not provide evidence or citation regarding
the expected benefit or noise reductions of the referenced mitigation. In addition, it should be noted that
the Draft EIR was developed according to standard City of Los Angeles protocols and inlcudes applicable
thresholds of significance and environmental impact conculusions.

Regarding mitigation, Mitigation Measures H-1 through H-16 of the Draft EIR meet and exceed the City
of Los Angeles standard noise mitigation measures for development projects in urbanized settings.
Furthermore, where appropriate, the Draft EIR noted that although these mitigation measures would serve
to reduce short-term construction noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible, impacts upon adjacent
uses would remain significant and unavoidable. For other project impacts, where the impacts were
deemed to be less than significant, it was noted that no mitigation measures were required (e.g., Page
IV.H-37; IV.H-39). The main difference between Exhibit G and the Draft EIR is in the style in which the
information on these levels of significance after mitigation is presented: under one subheading in the
Exhibit and under each impact category in the Draft EIR. Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility
Assessment, for a detailed discussion regarding noise mitigation measures.

Comment No. 09-18

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

¢ Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the Project
may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck
idling) shall be conducted as far as feasibly possible from the nearest noise- and vibration-
sensitive land uses. (Mitigation Measure H-3) (Emphasis added.)

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

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

e Barriers such as plywood structures or flexible sound control curtains extending eight-feet high
shall be erected around the Project Site boundary to minimize the amount of noise on the
surrounding noise-sensitive receptors to the maximum extent feasible during construction.
(Mitigation Measure H-7) (Emphasis added.)

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

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

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

e No stationary equipment will be operated within 40 feet of the west project site property line with
EMI/Capital [sic] Records. Tower cranes and personnel lifts shall be positioned near Argyle on
the eastern edge of the project site. (Mitigation Measure Supp 18) (Emphasis added.)

o Construction materials shall be stock-piled at distant portions of the site, at least 40 feet from the
western project site property line with EMI/Capitol Records. The equipment warm-up areas,
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water tanks and equipment storage areas described in Mitigation Measure 1-5 above shall also be
located at least 40feet from the western project site property line with EMI/Capitol Records.
(Mitigation Measure Supp 19) (Emphasis added.)

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-18

The comment refers to the Draft EIR's potential noise impacts and corresponding mitigation measures.
As explained above in Response to Comment No. 09-17, the Draft EIR does in fact indicate the Project’s
noise impacts after mitigation after each impact discussion. To provide a good-faith reasoned response to
the comment, Parker Environmental Consultants prepared a technical assessment of all the noise
mitigation measures reference by the comment. Please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, Noise
and Vibration Mitigation Monitoring Measures for the Millennium Hollywood Project.

Comment No. 09-19

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

" The scheduling of different construction activities and their resulting noise levels needs to be disclosed as part of the

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-19

Similar to Comment No. 09-18 above, this comment questions the noise mitigation measures proposed in
the Draft EIR and compares the Project to the Yucca Condominium Project. See Response to Comment
No. 09-18 (AMDA) above. Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, which provides a
detailed discussion regarding the Project’s noise mitigation measures.

Comment No. 09-20

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

The DEIR states that noise measurements were recorded by Parker Environmental Consultants staff on
April 19, 2011, at six locations in the vicinity of the Project Site for a period of 15 minutes per location,
between the hours of 2:50 PM and 4:30PM. (DEIR, p. IV.H-5.) Somehow, despite only taking
measurements for 15 minutes, the DEIR established dBA CNEL baselines for the five studied roadways.
CNEL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level, "is a 24-hour average L.,'" (DEIR, p. IV.H-3.) The
DEIR needs to disclose how a 24-hour average was derived for the baseline from a mere 15 minute
measurement. Given the role that the CNEL baseline plays in establishing the Project's operational
impacts, coupled with the large scope of this Project, anything less than a true understanding of the
Project area's CNEL renders the DEIR's noise analysis meaningless.

Response to Comment No. 09-20

The comment claims that the Draft EIR established dBA CNEL baselines for the five studied roadways
from the field noise measurements. However, the field noise measurements gathered in terms of L., were
not converted to CNEL. With respect to the CNEL analyses contained in the Draft EIR, page IV.H-6 of
the Draft EIR states that the calculation of the existing roadway noise levels was accomplished using the
Federal Highway Administration Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) and traffic
volumes from the Traffic Impact Study for the Project.

Comment No. 09-21

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

Response to Comment No. 09-21

The Draft EIR analyzed an appropriate range of roadway segments in proximity to the Project Site.
Aside from the 3.7 dBA CNEL increase during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario (with
No Vine Street Access) for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue between Yucca Street and Hollywood
Boulevard, no other roadway segment analyzed in the Draft EIR would come close to approaching either
the 3 dBA or 5 dBA CNEL thresholds of significance. Thus, it is logical to infer that roadway segments
located farther from the Project Site carrying less project-related trips than those segments analyzed in the
Draft EIR would experience even smaller project-related roadway noise level increases.

Comment No. 09-22

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

Response to Comment No. 09-22

This comment suggests that the potential roadway noise impacts may be understated because the Project’s
traffic generation is grossly underreported. However, this comment does not specifically challenge how
or why the traffic is underreported nor does this comment offer a suggestion as to what the traffic
generation should have been reported as for the Project. The comment does not provide evidence to
support its claim that traffic, and therefore noise, is underreported This comment is noted for the record
and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Comment No. 09-23

7. The DEIR Must Analyze and Mitigate Vibration Impacts on AMDA’s Building.
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The DEIR must be re-circulated with information about the magnitude of the Project's construction and
operational vibration impacts to AMDA, as well as all feasible mitigation measures that would reduce
those impacts to a level less than significant. The DEIR completely ignores vibration impacts on
AMDA's classroom building despite making clear elsewhere that vibration impacts from construction on
buildings further away would be significant. Based Table IV.H-11 and Table IV.H-12, impacts to the
Pantages Theater, the Avalon Theater, and the Capitol Records Tower (all of which have similar distances
to the Project as AMDA), it appears that construction-related vibration impacts at AMDA's 1777 Vine
Street Building would range from approximately 119.9 VdB to 162 VdB and 3.9 PPV to 491.66 PPV-
impacts that wildly exceed the significance thresholds of 65 VdB and 0.12 PPV. There is little question
that AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building would suffer significant damage from such high vibration levels.
(The DEIR states that 100 V dB is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in a fragile
building yet Project-related VdB on AMDA's building is expected to be approximately 120 VdB to 162
VdB.) (DEIR, p. IV.H-4). Likewise, given the types of activities that occur in AMDA's building (e.g.,
breathing exercises, music classes, ballet), AMDA would be considered a Category 1 Building (65 VdB
threshold) more akin with university research operations than a typical school building (75 VdB
threshold) with respect to operational vibration annoyance impacts. Irrespective of what threshold is
applied, however, the vibration impacts on AMDA's building are significant and must be mitigated.

Response to Comment No. 09-23

AMDA’s 1777 Vine Street Building referenced in this comment is a contemporary commercial office
building. Thus, this type of construction does not meet the definition of a structurally sensitive or historic
building susceptible to building damages from construction-related vibration. Structures such as the
Pantages Theater, Avalon Theater, Art Deco Storefronts, and the Capitol Records Complex were
specifically identified in the Draft EIR because these structures, based on their historic nature and
construction type, are more susceptible to potential building damage than a typical contemporary
commercial office structure. Nevertheless, Mitigation Measure H-11 in the Draft EIR identifies specific
performance standards for all adjacent structures, including AMDA, which would ensure impacts related
to building damage from construction vibration would be less than significant.

With respect to human annoyance and disruption impacts upon AMDA from construction-related
vibration, AMDA operations currently occur in commercial office buildings that are not designed to
accommodate nor shield noise and vibration sensitive operations. Furthermore, the AMDA facility is
located in a heavily urbanized area within the Hollywood Redevelopment Project area that has had, and
will continue to experience, a high level of redevelopment, infill development, and general development
construction activities.

While the Draft EIR did not identify AMDA as a vibration sensitive receptor, this designation would not
change the impact determinations disclosed in the Draft EIR. Regardless of the land use designations, the
Draft EIR provides a robust analysis of construction related vibration increases occurring within an
approximate 500-foot radius of the Project Site. The Draft EIR concludes that short-term construction
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vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be considered significant and unavoidable after
mitigation.

Specifically identifying AMDA as one singular land use that could be impacted would not change the
level of construction impacts in the Project area. Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes mitigation
measures that would ensure vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses would be reduced to the maximum
extent feasible, regardless of the land use designation or sensitive receptor identification. As such, the
Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction vibration impacts upon adjacent land uses and
provided a thorough and comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the maximum
extent feasible. Also see Response to Comment No. 09-11 (AMDA) above for additional information.

Comment No. 09-24

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

CEQA does not allow an impact on the environment to be ignored if only the Applicant's property would
be directly affected. This is obvious, yet that appears to be the position taken by the DEIR with respect to
the Project's noise and vibration impacts on the Capitol Records recording studios and historic echo
chambers- a City-designated Historic Cultural Monument ("HCM"). The DEIR states that the Capitol
Records underground echo chambers are located approximately 20 feet north of the proposed limits of
excavation for the Project and that Capitol Records Recording Studios A, B, and C are approximately
0.08 feet away from the Project. (DEIR, pp. IV.H-16 and IV.H-29.) Despite the proximity of these uses,
and the fact that the DEIR identifies vibration impacts as significant, the DEIR brushes off any
meaningful impact analysis or mitigation on the ground that these sensitive receptors are owned by the
Applicant. (DEIR, p. IV.H-29.) The DEIR goes on to state that "[v]ibration-related impacts upon these
uses will be addressed through agreements between the owner and the tenant, with the intent of
minimizing noise-related impacts on the uses." (I1d.)

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

Response to Comment No. 09-24

The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration levels that could be
experienced by the Capital Records Building’s echo chambers and studios. Specifically, page IV.H-30 of
the Draft EIR states that construction impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with respect
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to human annoyance and disrupting existing studio recording operations. However, the Capitol Records
Building’s underground recording studios are located on the Project Site, which is owned and operated by
the Project Applicant. As such, any land use conflicts would be resolved through tenant-landlord
agreements and further coordination between each entity with respect to on-site activities.

For the purposes of CEQA analysis, however, the Project’s physical vibration-related annoyance impacts
on the existing environment (i.e., the Capitol Records Building’s underground echo chambers) would be
considered significant and unavoidable. With respect to the comment’s comparison of this impact to the
theoretical demolition of a historic resource, the comment makes an unfounded leap from a temporary
operational conflict, during construction only, to an unsubstantiated theoretical loss of the physical
resource. The Project will not physically disturb (let alone demolish) the Capitol Records Building’s
echo chambers. Thus, the commenter’s analogy on this issue is unfounded.

Under the analysis for the Project’s impact on the Capitol Records Building’s echo chambers and studios,
the only significant impact would be an operational use conflict, not the physical loss of, or damage to, a
historic resource. The impact associated with operational land use conflicts would be resolved to the
extent feasible through coordination of the Project’s construction schedule with the tenant’s use of the
facility.

Comment No. 09-25

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-25

With respect to potential building damage impacts from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11
provides a thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure potential building damage
impacts would be mitigated to less than significant levels. Please also see Response to Comment No. 59-
20 (Jordon, David), which is summarized in relevant part below.

Mitigation Measure H-11 specifically sets performance standards for the adjacent structures monitoring
plan. Mitigation measures may specify performance standards that would mitigate a significant impact
and that might be achieved in various ways. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.4(a)(1)(B). If it is not practical to
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define the specifics of a mitigation measure when the EIR is prepared, the agency may defer formulation
of the specifics pending further study if the mitigation measure describes the options that will be
considered and identifies performance standards. See San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr., 149 CA4th at 671;
Endangered Habitats League, 131 CA4th at 794; Defend the Bay v City of Irvine (2004) 119 CA4th 1261,
1275, 15 CR3d 176.

While the performance standards in Mitigation Measure H-11 are not quantitative, since it does not rely
on a specific prevention of some specific amount of noise or vibration, it is stated as an absolute
qualitative commitment “not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering
structures.” Substantial evidence for the effectiveness of this commitment is provided by the monitoring
program, described in detail within Mitigation Measure H-11. These programs will, at a minimum, use
licensed qualified experts and scientific methods to detect all vibration as well as vertical and horizontal
movement at elevation and lateral monitoring points on adjacent buildings and structures. As part of this
commitment, “work will stop in the area of the affected building” if vibration or structural crack or
movement thresholds are exceeded, and not resume until “measures have been taken to stabilize the
affected building.” In addition, the structures monitoring program must include “vibration monitoring,
elevation and lateral monitoring points, crack monitors and other instrumentation to protect adjacent
buildings from construction-related damage. In other words, Project construction activities must conform
to the performance standards set in Mitigation Measure H-11 or else work would stop to avoid damage to
structures. Thus, the Draft EIR has properly identified mitigation that reduces the potential impacts of the
Project.

Comment No. 09-26

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-26

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed the potential noise impacts associated with people and activities and
events within the common outdoor spaces, podium levels, and observation decks. Specifically, page
IV.H-40 states the Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian
level at-grade, above the ground floor on the podium levels, and observation deck levels of the proposed
towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space areas, swimming pools and
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poolside seating, and outdoor dining. It is anticipated that outdoor noise would be generated by people
talking, swimming pool activity, and occasional amplified music, television, and related announcements
during special events.

As shown in Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR, ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential
to exceed 70 dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the
distance provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound
created by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and
noise sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially increase the
ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses. In addition, the Project would be required to comply with
Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which would ensure outdoor eating and gathering areas would not
substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise levels at surrounding off-site uses and these impacts would
be less than significant.

Comment No. 09-27

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-27

The Draft EIR adequately analyzed and disclosed that the Project would not have significant operational
noise impacts associated with subterranean and above-grade parking structures. Specifically, page IV.H-
39 of the Draft EIR states that, based on the code required parking standards and the implementation of a
shared parking program, it is envisioned that the Project would include one level of parking at-grade,
three levels of above-grade parking within the podium structures, up to six levels of below-grade parking
on the East Site, and up to six levels of below-grade parking on the West Site. The above-grade parking
levels would be open-air, but would include screening to improve the visual qualities of the structures.
Various noise events would occur periodically from the parking facilities.

Such periodic events would generally include activation of car alarms, sounding of car horns, slamming
of car doors, engine revs, and tire squeals. Automobile movements would comprise the most continuous
noise source and would generate a noise level of approximately 65 dBA at a distance of 25 feet. Car
alarm and horn noise events generate sound levels as high as 75 dBA at a reference distance of 25 feet;
however these noise sources would be sporadic and primarily limited to the daytime. It should be noted
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that the existing Project Site currently generates noise levels largely associated with surface parking lot
noise and the vehicle activities described above. Although the Project would increase the number of
vehicles parking on-site, the types of noise would be similar to those currently occurring on the Project
Site.

As shown in Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR, Noise Monitoring Location 6 was conducted on Vine Street,
between the existing surface parking lots for the West Site and East Sites. The measured noise level for
this location was 69.8 dBA Leq, consistent with the range of 65-75 dBA noted above. While periodic
noise levels from car alarms, horns, slamming of doors, etc., would increase as a result of the Project,
these events would not occur consistently over a 24-hour period and thus would not have the potential to
increase ambient noise levels by 5 dBA CNEL. As such, noise impacts from parking structures would be
considered less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

Comment No. 09-28

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

The DEIR states that "the Project would result in generally unacceptable exterior noise levels for any
proposed residential or open space uses fronting Vine Street .... Therefore, future interior noise levels
associated with roadway traffic along Vine Street could still exceed the City standard 45.0 dBA for
interior residential uses." (DEIR, p. IV.H-37.) To mitigate this impact to a level less than significant, the
DEIR requires Project buildings to include sound-proof windows and noise insulation. Therefore,
because AMDA's 1 777 Vine Street Building is a sensitive receptor fronting Vine Street, the DEIR must
provide similar upgrades to AMDA's 1777 Vine Street Building. In addition, because this impact was not
disclosed as significant in the DEIR, this is yet another reason the DEIR must be re-circulated.

Response to Comment No. 09-28

The proposed residential or open space uses being discussed in the above quoted passage refer to the
residential or open spaces proposed by the Project. The Project would place residential uses in an existing
environment that exceeds the desired exterior ambient noise levels for residential land uses. Thus, the
Project would be required to ensure the residential units achieve acceptable interior regulatory noise
levels for multi-family residences. Please see Response to Comment No. 09-11 (AMDA) above
regarding sensitive receptors.

Furthermore, this comment does not substantiate the request for noise attenuation upgrades to AMDA’s
1777 Vine Street Building. The 45 dBA CNEL interior standard is for multi-family residential uses and
is not applicable for commercial office buildings. Furthermore, the Project would not generate significant
long-term operational noise impacts upon AMDA’s 1777 Vine Street Building, thus no mitigation
measures are warranted.
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Comment No. 09-29

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

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-29

Detailed driveway descriptions are provided on Pages 38 and 39 in Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR.
The locations and uses served by the driveways are disclosed on those pages and thus the public is
afforded an understanding of the peak hour usage of the driveways. Also, page IV.K.1-35 of the Draft
EIR, identifies the locations of driveways and ingress/egress points. Please see Response to Comment
No. 09-7 (AMDA) for additional driveway access discussion.

Further, although the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR discuss that the driveways will not introduce any
unusual adverse hazards (see page IV.K.2-25 of the Draft EIR), additional analysis was completed to
clarify and further demonstrate that impacts to pedestrian safety conditions due to Project Site access are
less than significant. As discussed in , Appendix G, Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety
Analyses, attached hereto, the Project would reduce the number of driveways serving the Project Site on

Although the Traffic Study does provide a general discussion of driveway locations, these driveway locations are
hypothetical in nature only. (See Traffic Study, p. 38.) As the Project's Development Regulations provide, "parking,
open space, and related development requirements for any component of the Project may be developed in any location
within the Project Site." (See Development Regulations, p. 10.)
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Vine Street, Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue from the existing conditions, no potential sightline conflict
with other vehicles, including bicycles, has been identified at these driveways, pedestrians would have
adequate sidewalk space, and there is no data to indicate that the proposed driveways for the Project
would cause pedestrian safety impacts.

Comment No. 09-30

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

Response to Comment No. 09-30

This comment challenges the use of trip credits for “internal capture” with respect to the Project’s trip
generation estimates. As shown on page 29 in Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR, internal capture credit
is 5% for hotel, 15% for fitness/sports club, 15% for retail and 15% for restaurant. The Commercial
Scenario, the Concept Plan, and the Residential Scenario were analyzed with a range of sizes for Non-
Office Commercial (support) uses. For residential and office components, the internal capture credit is
based on the support use, which is adjusted to equal the internal capture trips either inbound or outbound
to the support components. Corresponding to the potential change in Project components, appropriate
internal capture credit was applied to reflect that Project scenario. The purpose of the calculation is to
ensure that any internal capture credit represents the land-uses. See Response to Comment No. 59-27
(Jordon, David) for additional information regarding the internal capture rates.

The concern in the comment that the use of the internal capture credit would understate the trip generation
of an all retail development is unfounded because an all retail development scenario is not reflective of
the Project. As stated on pages I11-44 through II-48, in Section II, Project Description of the Draft EIR,
the Project Objectives call for the development of a mixed-use Project. Furthermore, irrespective of the
land uses proposed, the Project’s Equivalency Program establishes a trip cap as one measure to control
the level of development for the Project. There are a number of other controlling factors that ensure the
Draft EIR has properly analyzed and disclosed the full range of environmental impacts that could occur as
a result of the Project. As stated on pages 11-22 and I1-23 of the Draft EIR: “[t]he Equivalency Program
shall be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures set forth in the Development Agreement.
The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency Program would begin with the Applicant filing
a request with the Department of City Planning. This request shall include detailed information
identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being proposed and supplemental information
documenting how the proposed land uses are consistent with the overall a.m. and p.m. peak hour trip cap
identified in Table 1I-3, Project Trip Cap. The supporting documentation shall also provide sufficient
information to demonstrate that the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum
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environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR.” Thus, the development procedures described above
will ensure that the Trip Cap is not exceeded, that the method of calculating trips is consistent with the
method used on the Project Traffic Study as approved by LADOT, and that the development would not
exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR.

Comment No. 09-31

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

Response to Comment No. 09-31

The comment states that the traffic analysis is not supported by substantial evidence and cannot comport
with CEQA’s disclosure requirements until greater Project specificity is provided. First, the traffic
analysis is supported by substantial evidence. The Traffic Study, Appendix K.l to the Draft EIR,
adequately analyzes Project traffic impacts and is substantial evidence. Further, additional analyses were
prepared regarding construction impacts, the Concept Plan and the Residential Scenario impacts,
pedestrian conflicts, and additional intersections to the north of the study area for further clarification.
See Appendices D (Updated Construction Traffic Impacts Including Individual Intersection Impact
Analyses), E (Final EIR Added Intersection Analysis), F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic
Impact Analysis), and G (Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analysis), attached hereto.
These additional analyses are also considered substantial evidence.

Please see Response to Comment Nos. 03-1 (California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)) through
03-15 (California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)) and Response to Comment Nos. 09-29
through 09-52 (AMDA) for additional information.

Comment No. 09-32

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-32

As shown in Figures 5(a) to 5(c) of the Traffic Study, Appendix K.1 of the Draft EIR, separate trip
distributions were used for the Residential, Office and Non-Office Commercial components. Additional
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analysis of traffic impacts due to the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan has been conducted to
clarify and amplify the traffic impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The analysis utilized the separate by
component trip distributions developed for, and used in, the Traffic Study and demonstrate that significant
impacts would not occur other than at those intersections identified in the Draft EIR. See Appendix E
(Final EIR Added Intersection Analysis) attached hereto. Also, please see Response to Comment No.
09-29 (AMDA) for additional information.

Comment No. 09-33

The DEIR's traffic analysis assigns a trip distribution based on one specific project iteration (the Concept
Plan) and this trip distribution remains constant irrespective of what uses may ultimately be incorporated
into the Project and where on the site they are located. This leads to a highly simplistic and flawed trip
distribution. Hotels, for example, have a very different trip distribution than a fitness center or
condominiums, yet the DEIR makes no attempt to account for the fact that the project that may ultimately
be built will have no resemblance whatsoever to the Concept Plan (e.g., the Project could be almost
entirely residential). Likewise, we know that vehicles will choose one route over another based on their
points of ingress and egress. The DEIR's trip distributions, which are guided by a completely random
allocation for one project iteration that does not have to be built, are therefore highly flawed.

Response to Comment No. 09-33

The comment states that the analysis in the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR is based on the Concept Plan.
However, the Commercial Scenario was determined to have the highest trip generation and as such, the
Commercial Scenario was analyzed in the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR. Further, additional analysis of
traffic impacts due to the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan has been conducted to clarify and
amplify the traffic impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The analysis utilized the separate by component trip
distributions developed for, and used in, the Traffic Study and demonstrate that significant impacts would
not occur other than at those intersections identified in the Draft EIR. See Appendix E (Final EIR Added
Intersection Analysis) attached hereto.

Also, please see Response to Comment Nos. 09-29 and 09-32 (AMDA) for additional information.

Comment No. 09-34

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

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-34

First, separate and discrete trip distributions were used for the Residential, Office and Non-Office
Commercial components of the Project. See Appendix K.1 of the Draft EIR. As such, contrary to the
assertion in the comment, generic trip distribution is not utilized. Additionally, an analysis of traffic
impacts due to the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan has been conducted. The detailed analysis
procedures and results are documented in Appendix F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic
Impact Analysis) attached hereto. The analysis utilized the separate by component trip distributions
developed for, and used in, the Traffic Study. The analysis determined that under the Residential
Scenario and the Concept Plan less intersections are significantly impacted overall and that significant
impacts would not occur other than at those intersections identified in the Draft EIR.

For the Residential Scenario under the Future (2020) conditions, significant Project traffic impacts would
remain significant at three intersections, two of these three intersections were concluded to remain
significant under the Commercial Scenario analyzed in the Traffic Study, and the third intersection was
concluded to remain significant under the Maximum East Site Development Scenario (see page IV.K.1-
121 of the Draft EIR). The remaining significantly impacted intersections are:

16. Cahuenga Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour);
18. Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard (AM Peak Hour); and
19. Argyle Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard (PM Peak Hour).

A mitigation measure has been developed to mitigate the significant impact at Intersection No. 19, Argyle
Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, to a less than significant level under the Residential Scenario and that
measure has been added to the recommended mitigation measures. The added measure would limit the
allowed residential development on the East Site to 450 units and the allowed reserved residential parking
on the East Site to 675 spaces (equivalent to the 450 units). This equates to approximately 50% of the
total maximum of 897 units for the Residential Scenario. This measure would not affect the impact
analysis of the remaining Project EIR Scenarios (the Commercial Scenario and the Concept Plan) as they
have less than 450 residential units on the East Site.
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Accordingly, the following mitigation measure shall be added:

“K.1-14 East Site Residential Unit and Reserved Residential Parking Cap. On the East Site, residential
development shall be limited to 450 residential units and 675 reserved residential parking spaces.”

With implementation of the mitigation measure, impacts at Intersection No. 19, Argyle Avenue and
Hollywood Boulevard, under Future (2020) conditions under the Residential Scenario are reduced to a
less than significant level. See Appendix F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact
Analysis) attached hereto.

Please see Response to Comment 09-32 (AMDA) for additional information.

Comment No. 09-35

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-35

The AMDA facility is in a commercial neighborhood and is not a single-family residential use. The
requirement for a neighborhood intrusion traffic impact analysis is typically warranted for residential
neighborhoods, not commercial corridors such as Yucca Street or Vine Street. Yucca Street is a
designated Secondary Highway between Cahuenga Boulevard and Vine Street. Vine Street is designated
as a Major Highway Class Il roadway in the vicinity of the AMDA facility. Furthermore, the southbound
101 Freeway off-ramp, located at Franklin Avenue and Vine Street, is situated only 150 feet to the north
of the AMDA facility and serves as a gateway to the Hollywood area. Thus, it would be inappropriate to
require a Neighborhood Traffic Management Program to address the Project’s traffic impacts with respect
to AMDA’s bifurcated facility.

The DEIR cannot ignore multiple site-specific variables just because the City's thresholds do not address them. See
Mejia v. City of Los Angeles, (2005) 130 Cal. App. 4th 322, 342. ("We conclude that the city improperly relied on a
threshold of significance despite substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the project may have significant
impact on traffic on Wheatland Avenue. In light of the public comments and absent more careful consideration by city
engineers and planners, the evidence supports a fair argument that the increased traffic on Wheatland Avenue as a
result of the project would be substantial considering the uses of the road.").
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With respect to neighborhood intrusion impacts in residential areas surrounding the Project Site, the
Project is not anticipated to add traffic volumes to any local streets bordered by single-family homes, and
in turn is not anticipated to cause residential neighborhood intrusion impacts. Pedestrian counts were
conducted along the north-south segment where Project driveways would be added to determine the
relative number of pedestrians that would be impacted by the Project. As discussed in the Site Access
Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analyses, Appendix G (Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle
Safety Analysis) attached hereto, the Project would reduce the number of driveways serving the Project
Site on Vine Street, Ivar Avenue and Argyle Avenue from the existing conditions, no potential sightline
conflict with other vehicles, including bicycles, has been identified at these driveways, pedestrians would
have adequate sidewalk space, and there is no data to indicate that the proposed driveways for the Project
would cause pedestrian safety impacts.

Comment No. 09-36

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-36

The route described in the comment does not involve neighborhood traffic intrusion (defined as travel on
local streets through single family residential areas). In addition, Project trips exiting to Ivar Avenue are
anticipated to use the more direct travel path along Yucca Street for southbound US-101 freeway access,
rather than using the more circuitous route described in the comment. Likewise, Project trips from the
Ivar Avenue driveway would need to “back-track” to use the described route to access the northbound
US-101 freeway. As such, no further study is necessitated.

Comment No. 09-37

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

The DEIR has dramatically underreported traffic impacts by not including manual counts taken on high
traffic-volume days. Specifically, the DEIR states that "[t]raffic volumes for existing conditions at the 37
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study intersections were obtained from manual traffic counts conducted in March, April, May, September,
and October 2011." (DEIR, p. IV.K-1-12.) The three-month break over the months of June, July, and
August is highly suspect because it coincides precisely with the Hollywood Bowl summer concert season,
which elevates traffic throughout Hollywood quite significantly.' (Why else would counts have stopped
for three months?) With an occupancy of approximately 18,000, the Hollywood Bowl is the largest
natural amphitheater in the United States, and summer concert nights (at the tail-end of June and almost
every night in July and August) often create traffic havoc throughout the area of Hollywood near the
Project site. In fact, the Highland exit from the southbound Hollywood Freeway is often so congested
during Hollywood Bowl summer events that traffic is directed to the Cahuenga off-ramp, with ensuing
trickle-down impacts in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. The DEIR cannot pick and choose
convenient days for manual traffic counts. It is crucial that the Project's traffic baseline include
Hollywood Bowl traffic so that Project traffic impacts are understood and mitigated to the maximum
extent feasible.

Response to Comment No. 09-37

Per LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, “all traffic counts should generally be
taken when local schools or colleges are in session, on days of good weather, on Tuesdays through
Thursdays during non-summer months, and should avoid being taken on weeks with a holiday.” As such,
counts stopped in the summer months based on the above, because schools are not in session, not to
attempt to avoid the Hollywood Bowl summer events.

The Traffic Study used the ITE Trip Generation Manual time periods of 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM as the
Project’s peak generation hours. LADOT has expanded the ITE time periods to 7-10 AM and 3-6 PM for
traffic count purposes because those are the peak Los Angeles commute hours. During weekdays,
Hollywood Bowl and Pantages Theater events generally start at 8:00 PM, after the roadway peak period.
Of the 55 weekday events on the Hollywood Bowl 2012 calendar, 41 were scheduled to start at 8:00 PM.
Of the 45 shows on the Pantages Theater calendar for the period of January through April of 2013, 38
were scheduled to start at 8:00 PM. In addition, Project traffic is expected to have a peak during the
normal street commuter peak traffic period. A study for a different period would consider less than the
peak Project traffic volumes.

Comment No. 09-38

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

1 . .. . . .
Further elevating our suspicions about the date selection for manual traffic counts is that when manual counts were

reinstated in September, a month when there were still a few Hollywood Bowl concerts remaining on calendar, the
DEIR's traffic consultant only took manual traffic counts in the morning, not afternoon. (See DEIR, Appendix IV.K.I,
Appendix B.)
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Response to Comment No. 09-38

Please see Response to Comment No. 09-37 (AMDA).

Comment No. 09-39

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

Response to Comment No. 09-39

The Project traffic is anticipated to peak during the standard Los Angeles commute hours of 3-6 PM
because the primary uses are the residential and offices use, which have their heaviest generation levels
during the commute (roadway) peak hours. Project generation and the corresponding impacts, would be
less outside the 3-6 PM hours since the generation from the major components would be at a lower level.
Therefore, the 3-6 PM hours were selected as the appropriate evening analysis period. As such, traffic
generated by the Project would be at its worst during the standard Los Angeles commute hours of 3-6 PM
and the correct peak hours were analyzed.

Comment No. 09-40

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

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

o he Project includes a Development Agreement that would allow the long-term phased buildout of the Project.” (DEIR, p. II-
34)
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Response to Comment No. 09-40

Appendix M of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR considers both construction and
occupied Project trip generation. The Project trip generation during construction activities is anticipated
to be less than the Project traffic analyzed for the occupancy period. Further, the total site Trip Cap
generation calculation procedures consider construction activity. The Trip Cap procedures, Table 2 in
Appendix M of the Traffic Study and the associated text on pages 4 and 5, require that the Project include
in the trip generation calculation the number of construction workers and truck trips per weekday. Also
included in the trip generation calculation are factors for the Project operating uses on the Project Site.
Further, page IV.K.1-32 through 35 of the Draft EIR, describe the Trip Cap calculation procedures to
include construction traffic. Therefore, the trip generation calculations to be compared to the Trip Cap
do take both the construction and operating activities into account.

Comment No. 09-41

6. The DEIR’s Trip Cap Erroneously Combines A.M. Trips and P.M. Trips.

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

Response to Comment No. 09-41

The Project trip generation was calculated separately for both AM and PM peak hours for the various
scenarios (i.e., Concept Plan, Commercial Scenario, and the Residential Scenario). The Commercial
Scenario analyzed in the Traffic Study had the highest AM Peak Hour and PM Peak Hour trip generation
individually, as well as the two peak hours combined. The precise scenario ultimately developed is
restricted to be within the envelope of Project trip generation in the Appendix IV.K.1 - Traffic Study and
as described and analyzed in Section IV.K.1-Transportation-Traffic of the Draft EIR. For example, the
Project could not provide a significant amount of restaurant space if the traffic generated by such a
development would exceed the Trip Cap. Furthermore, irrespective of the land uses proposed, the
Project’s Equivalency Program establishes the Trip Cap as one measure to control the level of
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development for the Project. As stated on pages 11-22 and 1I-23 of the Draft EIR: “[t]he Equivalency
Program shall be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures set forth in the Development
Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency Program would begin with the
Applicant filing a request with the Department of City Planning. This request shall include detailed
information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being proposed and supplemental
information documenting how the proposed land uses are consistent with the overall a.m. and p.m. peak
hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap. The supporting documentation shall also provide
sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the
maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR.” Thus, the development procedures
described above will ensure that the Trip Cap is not exceeded, that the method of calculating trips is
consistent with the method used in the Traffic Study as approved by LADOT, and that the development
would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR. Further, the traffic impacts
were assessed separately for AM and PM peak hours. Please see Table IV.K.1-14 for the Project traffic
impacts under Existing (2011) conditions on pages IV.K.1-48-50 and Table IV.K.1-18 for the Project
traffic impacts under Future (2020) conditions on page IV.K.1-75 t-77 of Section IV.K 1, Traffic-
Transportation, of the Draft EIR. These tables show that each intersection was analyzed for both the AM
and PM peak period separately for Existing (2011) Plus Project and Future (2020) Plus Project
conditions. For further clarity, the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan were analyzed in detail for
both the AM and PM peak hour. The additional analysis verified that the Project would have no new AM
or PM impacts at locations other than those identified in the Draft EIR. See Appendix F (Concept Plan
and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact Analysis) attached hereto.

To address the concerns raised in the comment and to further ensure that the development remains within
the range of the impacts analyzed, the Trip Cap has been split into separate AM and PM components.
The resulting “Trip Cap” is 574 AM peak hour trips and 924 PM peak hour trips (see the revised Trip Cap
language and tables in Appendix H, Trip Cap, for detailed calculations of the separate AM and PM Trip
Cap). As such, development cannot exceed 574 AM peak hour trips or 924 PM peak hour trips. To
calculate the separate AM and PM peak hour Trip Cap, the values in the Traffic Study trip generation
table (Table 5) were used and the same procedures used in the Draft EIR for the combined cap were
utilized (except for the adding together of the AM and PM values). As demonstrated in the revised Trip
Cap language and tables, the maximum generation values for both the AM and PM peak hours
individually will occur with the Commercial Scenario, which was analyzed in the Traffic Study and the
Draft EIR. Thus, the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR analyzed the peak impact during each hour.

Comment No. 09-42

7. The DEIR Provides No Substantial Evidence in Support of Its Approximately 30% Vehicle Trip
Reduction for Public Transit use.

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

Response to Comment No. 09-42

The adjustments for alternative modes and implementation of a TDM program reflect an increase of
transit use as well as an increase in the use of other alternative modes. Given the proximity to the
Hollywood/Vine Metro Red Line Transit Station, high transit usage is expected. The Red Line Transit
Station provides connections to the Metro rail system and many bus lines. Further, the high cost of
parking will encourage use of transit and other modes, such as bicycling, carpooling and walk-in.
Additionally, the mixed-use nature of the Project and surrounding area will reduce vehicle trip generation.
The TDM program will further encourage the use of alternative modes. The promoted alternatives to
driving alone include ride-sharing, bicycling, work-at-home and telecommunication, as well as transit.
The LADOT approved the transit assumptions with consideration of the LADOT Traffic Study Policies
and Procedures, May 2012. That document is based on the conditions within the City of Los Angeles,
and the transit assumptions are within the requirements of that document.

Comment No. 09-43

8. The DEIR’s Significance Determination for Construction Traffic Impacts is Not Supported By

Substantial Evidence.

The DEIR's significance determination for construction traffic impacts is not supported by substantial
evidence. For example, none of the Project's construction trips were assigned to the street system to
determine whether construction traffic would exceed LADOT impact thresholds. With respect to the
DEIR's trip cap, it cannot be relied upon because construction traffic patterns will bear no resemblance to

12" Some of the 15% reduction from the TDM program would presumably come from bicycle usage and other vehicle trip

reduction measures. However, the DEIR has not shown that this particular project could deliver a total 30% reduction either
way.
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the Project's operational uses. (And if the trip cap could be used, the DEIR fails to show how
construction traffic trips fall under the total trip cap."

Response to Comment No. 09-43

The comment states that the construction trips do not fall under the Trip Cap. However, the maximum
allowed Project trip generation recommended in Appendix IV.K.1 - Traffic Study and discussed in
Section IV.K.1 Transportation-Traffic of the Draft EIR explicitly includes the combination of operational
and construction traffic. If the Project is built in phases, the maximum trips, including construction trips
and operational trips, would have to be less than the Trip Cap. Peak hour construction traffic is mainly
due to construction worker commute trips, and will be similar to the occupied Project peak hour trips,
which are also mainly commute trips.

The comment questions whether the construction impacts will exceed the operational impacts despite the
lower generation. First, Table IV.K.1-13, Trip Generation During Construction By Month Within the
Construction Period, in the Draft EIR shows that the Project’s construction trips range from 20 trips in
month 1 to a maximum of 1,269 trips during months 22-25, when the construction activity is expected to
peak. To further illustrate that the construction trip impacts will be within the envelope of the build-
out/operational impacts, an analysis of the maximum construction period trip generation impacts,
intersection by intersection, was conducted. The results from that analysis are provided in Appendix F
(Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact Analysis) attached hereto. The analysis in
Appendix F (Concept Plan and Residential Scenario Traffic Impact Analysis) attached hereto shows that
the Project will not create any traffic impacts during the construction period, which were not disclosed in
the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 09-44

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

3 The DEIR points to Table IV.K.I-12 for the proposition that "the level of trip-making activity from the Project Site during the
combined peak hours will be 1,068 trips, which is more than one-quarter below the Trip Cap of 1,498 trips." (DEIR, p. IV.K.I-
43.) While the DEIR may be correct that total peak hour construction trips would be 1,068. Table IV.K.I-12 does not demonstrate
this.
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Response to Comment No. 09-44

A detailed haul route for all construction phases cannot be prepared at this time as the end destination for
export material will change over time as capacity at the receiving locations changes. Nevertheless, the
Draft EIR included an analysis of potential impacts that could arise from haul trips and proposed
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the maximum extent feasible, as shown in Section IV.K.1 and
starting on page IV.K.1-45. The Draft EIR concluded that with mitigation, the Project’s construction-
related traffic impacts would be less than significant. Please refer to Mitigation Measures K.1-1 through
K.1-3 in the Draft EIR for further details with respect to restrictions on the haul route activities. While
the comment asserts that haul trips adjacent to the AMDA facility would constitute a significant impact,
no evidence is provided to support that conclusion. Due to the level of redevelopment activity in the
Hollywood area over the past few years, and AMDA’s proximity to the 101 Freeway off ramp on
Franklin Avenue, the site is currently subject to haul truck activities from other development projects on a
regular basis. Thus, there is no evidence to suggest that the presence of haul trucks alone would create a
significant adverse impact to the operations on the AMDA facility.

Comment No. 09-45

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-45

As shown in Appendix M of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR, traffic generation is
anticipated to be less during the construction phase than following build-out and occupancy for the
Project. The same is to be expected for the Related Projects. Specifically, temporary traffic congestion
impacts to the surrounding neighborhood could be anticipated during the hauling phases as a result of
truck staging, idling and traveling on area roadways. While the construction schedules and overall
duration of construction of the Related Projects in the area is speculative, similar to the construction
activities under the Related Projects, the Project’s construction activities, including hauling, would be
subject to the City’s standard conditions to mitigate adverse impacts. Due to the temporary and
intermittent basis of any lane closures, staging areas, and haul routes, if the Project and the Related
Projects were to be built concurrently, impacts would be less than significant, given that these activities
would be subject to construction traffic mitigation measures and the City’s standard conditions during the
daytime hours.
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Comment No. 09-46

10. The Traffic Study’s Use of ITE Code 492 Is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence.

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

Response to Comment No. 09-46

ITE Trip Generation is nationally recognized as a standard in trip generation literature and has been
widely referenced regarding trip generation. ITE Trip Generation data for Land Use 492 — Health/Fitness
Club includes sites from California, Connecticut, New Jersey and Pennsylvania. Weekday AM and PM
peak hour trip generation rates (those salient for the Traffic Study) are based on 5 to 6 sample sites. It
should also be noted that the Health Club has been calculated to generate approximately 15% of the total
gross Project trips at area intersections under the Commercial Scenario as described in the Traffic Study
and the Draft EIR. As such, this rate is appropriate.

Comment No. 09-47

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

One would not know anything about this from the DEIR, but the Applicant intends to create a major
tourist destination at the Project site that has been completely omitted from environmental study. (See
Exhibit 0.) ("The 8,300 square foot rooftop observation deck [accessed by a dedicated public-accessible
elevator] on the East Site will create an open, publicly-accessible attraction that will serve as a new
landmark Hollywood experience for area residents and visitors. The observation deck will feature a full
service cafe, outdoor seating, attractive hardscapes and landscaping that will set the feature apart from
other observation decks across the country.") If, as the Project's entitlement application notes, this
observation deck will be a major draw for tourists and residents alike, how have its impacts been
evaluated? The DEIR fails to discuss traffic impacts from this deck, which will include tour bus traffic
and parking impacts that must be analyzed.
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Response to Comment No. 09-47

As is standard practice, ITE definitions were used to create parameters measuring the Project size. Those
parameters provide an acceptable estimate of the Project’s trip generation. A rooftop observation deck, if
developed, would be anchored by a café or restaurant use. Such use is accounted for in the Project’s
range of allowable land uses, and was appropriately factored into the traffic analysis in the Traffic Study
and the Draft EIR. The restaurant or café use with the observation deck would be appropriately factored
into the Project’s trip cap and Land Use Equivalency Program. The portion of the observation deck not
used as a restaurant would serve as an ancillary feature of the Project’s outdoor common open space,
similar to the passes and pedestrian linkages described for the Project’s ground floor site plan. Open
space is considered an ancillary use within a commercial project and is not assigned trip generation for
purposes of a traffic analysis. Rather the generation is considered in terms of the square footage of the
commercial use-in this case, a restaurant use. The portion of the observation deck not being utilized as a
restaurant is considered open space, and would not be considered a trip generator for purposes on the
traffic analysis. Accordingly, the portion of the observation deck that is allocated a restaurant use is
assigned the appropriate estimate of the Project’s trip generation.

Further, as discussed in Response to Comment 09-41 above, a separate AM peak hour and PM peak hour
Trip Cap has been established. As such, development, no matter what combination of uses, cannot
exceed 574 AM peak hour trips or 924 PM peak hour trips.

Comment No. 09-48

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-48

The Project will mainly contain office and residential uses, which are most heavily peak commute hour
traffic generators, with the other uses as supporting facilities. Therefore, peak commute hours were
chosen for analysis of Project traffic impacts. As a comparison, the Saturday peak hour trip generation
was calculated using the same procedures as for the peak commute hour trip generation calculations. The
peak hours of all Project uses were assumed to coincide (e.g., Saturday trips to the Health Club, Offices
and Restaurants all peak at the same time). The calculation shows that, even with conservative
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assumptions and using the Commercial Scenario, the net Project trips at area intersections would be 19%
lower at the peak on Saturdays than PM peak commute hour during weekdays. See Appendix C
(Saturday Project Trip Generation) attached hereto.

Comment No. 09-49

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-49

Please see the Response to Comment No. 03-5.

Comment No. 09-50

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-50

A variety of mitigation measures were considered during the Traffic Study process. The measures
considered included modifications to the lane configurations at individual intersections. Those measures
were not considered feasible due to secondary impacts on the sidewalk width or on-street parking supply,
with one exception. After the potential measures were evaluated, due to secondary impacts, most of the
significantly impacted intersections were determined to have no feasible mitigation measures. However,
the Traffic Study recommends that the Project implements the identified feasible measures, including
TDM program, transit enhancements, funding of a Transportation Management Organization, funding of
an alternative mode lane trust fund, signal system upgrades and physical improvement at 1 study
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intersection. Please see Mitigation Measures K.1-4 through K.1-12 on pages IV.K.1-45 through IV.K.1-
59 and Mitigation Measure K.1-13 identified in Response No. 09-43 above and in the Additions and
Corrections section of the Final EIR.

Comment No. 09-51

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-51

As noted by the comment, the Project will provide sufficient parking supply for all uses within the Project
Site, including the existing uses to remain. The Project Site does not contain any parking that is legally
designated as the supply for any non-Project use (e.g., a public parking district structure, or a lot
designated on a building permit for an off-site use). However, fee parking on the Project Site is allowed
to be used by individuals. On weekends, when parking demand is less than on weekdays for all scenarios
(see Appendix E of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR), the on-site Project parking
will be made available to patrons of currently under-parked off-site uses.

Comment No. 09-52

Likewise, street parking in the area is used by AMDA students and visitors. AMDA is concerned about
the street parking displacement that will occur as a result of the Project during construction and
operations. The DEIR also needs to disclose whether or not the Project's commercial parking will be free
of charge. If parking will not be free of charge, the DEIR needs to analyze parking validation options and
off-site parking spillage that will occur as a result of Project visitors who are unable or unwilling to pay
for parking.
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Response to Comment No. 09-52

On weekends, when parking demand is less than on weekdays for all scenarios (see Appendix E of the
Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR), the on-site Project parking will be made available to
patrons of currently under-parked off-site uses. Further, as analyzed in Section IV.K.1-2 Transportation-
Parking, parking on the Project Site will be provided to meet the demand for all uses within the Project
Site, including the existing uses to remain. The Draft EIR is not required to analyze parking validation
options or other issues related to parking for a fee.

Comment No. 09-53

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

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-53

This comment first asserts that the Draft EIR did not properly identify AMDA as a sensitive receptor.
The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide contains screening criteria to help locate and evaluate shadow-
sensitive uses. It provides that shadow-sensitive uses may include, but not be limited to residential,
commercial, or institutional land uses where sunlight is important to function, physical comfort, or
commerce. (Emphasis added). During preparation of the Draft EIR, the AMDA building was evaluated
by a records search and site visit. The AMDA facilities are primarily two commercial buildings, zoned
as a commercial use, with minimal outdoor areas. Furthermore, the outdoor piazza referenced in the
comment is a narrow outdoor area — with existing hedges that shade the piazza — between the AMDA
building and the sidewalk on Yucca Street. Thus, per the criteria of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide,
the piazza is not considered a shadow-sensitive use because most of the piazza is already shaded during
the winter solstice under existing conditions and thus sunlight is not important to the piazza’s continuing
function.
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Moreover, the Project does not cast a shadow on the piazza during any of the summer solstice months.
AMDA'’s outdoor piazza and stage area are currently shaded during the winter months, which is the only
time when the Project’s shadow pattern crosses theses AMDA facilities. As such there is currently
minimal expectation for direct sunlight in these areas during the winter months. Based a review of aerial
photographs obtained from Google Earth satellite imagery from November 14, 2009, and as verified by
by a site visit on December 19, 2012, the piazza and outdoor stage area of the AMDA campus are situated
within an existing shadow created by AMDA’s landscaped hedge along the site’s southerly property line
along Yucca Street. Therefore, these areas are not considered shade and shadow sensitive land uses and
the Project’s shade and shadow impacts upon these AMDA facilities would be considered less that
significant.

With respect to the Draft EIR, the AMDA building with the piazza are listed in Table [V.A.2-1, Summary
of Winter Solstice Shadow Impacts. The Project’s summer and winter shade and shadow impacts upon
AMDA are illustrated in Figures IV.A.2-1 through IV.A.2-16. As shown in these figures, the Project
would not cast any shadows upon any portion of the AMDA facilities located north of Yucca Street
during the summer months. During the winter months, the outer envelope of the Project’s shadow pattern
is projected over the AMDA outdoor facilities for more than 3 consecutive hours. However, as discussed
in the Draft EIR, the Project’s Tower Massing Standards would create a shadow gap resulting from the 80
feet of separation between the two towers on the West Site (see Standards 7.5.2 on page [V.A.2-10 of the
Draft EIR). This shadow gap is illustrated in Figures IV.A.2-1 through IV.A.2-7 in Section IV.A.2,
Aesthetics - Shade/Shadow. As a result, compliance with the Project’s development regulations would
further reduce shadow impacts on AMDA, and indicates that the Project would not fully shade AMDA’s
outdoor facilities continuously for more than 3 hours during the winter months. As such, the Draft EIR is
correct and the Project’s shade and shadow impact upon AMDA would be less than significant with
mitigation, whether or not the outdoor space is considered a sensitive land use.

Comment No. 09-54

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

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

%1t should be noted that this mitigation is not to be viewed as an expression of support for a taller tower. The taller
towers create their own type of significant impact that must be mitigated.
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Response to Comment No. 09-54

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does nothing to mitigate impacts to focal views, and cites the
Draft EIR’s conclusion that the Project’s impacts to focal view obstruction of the Capitol Records Tower
would be significant and unavoidable. This comment appears to reference the Draft EIR conclusion that
focal views obstruction would be significant and unavoidable for View 6, under the 220-foot tower-
massing model for buildings on the East Site. However, this comment fails to acknowledge the numerous
project design controls and mitigation measures that have been proposed to mitigate visual impacts from
the street level.

First, the Development Regulations incorporate ground-floor open space and building setback
requirements to moderate the overall massing of new development in a manner that preserves important
views to the Capitol Records Building and recognized portions of the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial
and Entertainment District. These requirements do set an absolute minimum setback requirement that
preserves views of the Capitol Records Building. The ground-floor open space and building setback
requirements would also be effective in reducing the massing at the street level and limiting the visual
obstruction of adjacent historic resources. (See sections 6.1, 6.9, 7.1, 7.5, 8.1 and 8.2 of the Development
Regulations.) Based on these standards, there are no development scenarios that would fully block views
of the Capitol Records Building from street level perspectives.

Second, a development objective of the Project is to preserve public views from certain key vantages
points to the Capitol Records Building by creating grade level open space and civic plazas on the East
Site adjacent to the Jazz Mural and the Capitol Records Building and on the West Site across from the
Capitol Records Building. (See section 1.2.2.b of the Development Regulations.) This objective is
carried forward into the Development Regulation and is an innate project design feature that reduces focal
view obstruction on the Capitol Records Building, even under the 220-foot massing scenario reference by
the comment.

Third, it should be noted that CEQA does not require an analysis of every imaginable mitigation measure.
In this case, the design of the Project assessed the sample mitigation measures contained in the
Obstruction of Views section of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide when crafting the Development
Regulations and aesthetics mitigation measures. For example, and as noted above, the Development
Regulations use open space areas to minimize view obstruction and enhance existing views, which is a
sample mitigation measure in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. (See section 8 and Figures 8.1.1-8.1.4
for the Development Regulations.) Similarly, the Development Regulations locate new structures on
portions of the Project Site that reduce interference with existing views, which is another sample
mitigation measure in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Compare Figure 2.1: Site Plan, which shows
the total developable area of the Project Site, with Figure 6.1.2.a of the Development Regulations, which
shows how the building footprints on the East Site (under the 220-foot massing scenario) are set back
from Vine Street and angled to allow views of the Capitol Records Building from the intersection of
Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. In addition, the Project is requesting floor area averaging across
both sites, which is another sample mitigation measure and allows development flexibility to incorporate
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setbacks and open space on the East site that might not otherwise be available. Likewise, the
Development Regulations allow 550 and 585-foot-high tower development scenarios on the East Site
(See Development Regulations Figures 6.1.2.c.1 and 6.1.2.d.1). These project design features were
specifically added to the Development Regulations to slenderize the towers on the East Site and thereby
open up views of the Capitol Records Building. The resulting aesthetic mitigation of these project design
features is illustrated in Figure IV.A.1-16, Views 6(c) and (d), which show the majority of the Capitol
Records Building remains visible from the intersection of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street after
development of the Project. The Draft EIR also includes a mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure A.1-
2) that ensures these project design features are implemented in the development. In sum, the Project has
mitigated view impacts to the extent feasible by incorporating project design features that reduce view
impacts on the Capitol Records Building. The Development Regulations, which were included in the
Draft EIR, are substantial evidence that the Project incorporates design features that mitigate visual
impacts under the 220-foot massing scenario.

As demonstrated above, the Project incorporates all feasible design features and mitigation measures to
reduce aesthetic impacts on the Capitol Records Building. To present the most conservative assessment
of view impact, and based on the illustration presented in Figure IV.A.1-16 (Conceptual Visual
Simulation Renderings View 6), the Draft EIR found that a partial view obstruction at this vantage point
(View 6) would result in a significant visual impact.

Comment No. 09-55

3. New Visual Simulation Renderings of the Proposed Project and View Impacts on the Capitol

Records Tower are Required.

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

Response to Comment No. 09-55

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR’s selection of perspectives for view simulations are
purposefully taken from locations to obscure views of the Capitol Records Building and minimize its
iconic role as part of the Hollywood Skyline. The referenced Exhibit P contains copies of Figures
IV.A.1-11 through IV.A.1-14, Views 1 through 4, respectively, which are images from the Draft EIR.
These graphics appear on pages IV.A-37 to IV.A-43, in Section IV.A, Aesthetics — Views/Light and
Glare of the Draft EIR. The views from which the illustrative view simulations were taken were selected
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based on a survey of the area and observations of notable and prominent views of the Capitol Records
Building within the immediate project vicinity and broader Hollywood community. Views were selected
to present a broad range of vantages that could be impacted by the Project. The Draft EIR clearly
acknowledges the importance of the Capitol Records Building as an iconic architectural landmark within
the Hollywood community. In fact, the first paragraph under the project Objectives subheading states:

“The underlying purpose of the Project is to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a
vibrant and modern mixed-use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex
while maximizing the opportunity for creative development consistent with the priorities of the
City's urban land use policies for Hollywood and those expressed by various stakeholders.” (See
Section II, Project Description, page 11-44)

Additional emphasis on the importance of the historic Capitol Records Building and the importance it
plays with respect to the architectural character of Hollywood community is presented in Section IV.C,
Cultural Resources. As stated on page IV.C-30: “The Capitol Records Building is significant as an
outstanding example of Modern high-rise architecture from the mid-20"century. The building’s
architectural significance makes it essential that certain important views showcasing its circular shape be
maintained so that the iconic architecture of the building continues to be visible and understood.”

Further, with respect to the commenter’s objection to the selection of views depicted in the Draft EIR,
CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead
agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. (See CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204).

Here, the Draft EIR contains several panoramic and focal view simulations that include the Capitol
Records Building. As shown in Figure IV.A.1-9, Photograph Location Map, the Draft EIR presents
numerous perspectives that include views immediately adjacent to the Project Site, from the 101 Freeway,
more distant views of the Project Site from Sunset Boulevard, and several perspectives from the
Hollywood Hills looking towards the Project Site. Accordingly, the Draft EIR has provided an adequate
range of view simulations that properly inform the decision makers about the potential aesthetic impacts
of the Project. Additional view simulations are not required as suggested by the comment.

Comment No. 09-56

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

Response to Comment No. 09-56

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR excludes meaningful prominent views of the Capitol Records
Building. On the contrary, the Draft EIR highlights the importance of views of the Capitol Records
Building. Specifically, Figure 1V.A.1-10, Capitol Records Building View Corridors identifies valued
viewsheds of the Capitol Records Building. In addition, the Draft EIR then includes several view
simulations that relate to the identified view corridors and are considered prominent view locations. See
Draft EIR Figures IV.A.1-11 through IV.A.1-14.

Next, the commenter references the view simulations contained in the April 2007 Draft EIR for the Yucca
Street Condominium Project (shown in the commenter’s Exhibit Q) as an example of how such views
were addressed in prior EIRs. The views depicted in the commenter’s Exhibit Q are taken from the same
general vantage point as Views 3 and 4 depicted in Figures IV.A.1-13 and IV.A.1-14, respectively of the
Draft EIR. Similar to the views depicted in the commenter’s Exhibit Q these views in the Draft EIR
depict the viewshed of the Project Site from the Hollywood 101 Freeway. These viewpoints allow the
entire site (East and West Sites) to be captured in the view simulations whereas the close up views
suggested in the comment would not provide the appropriate scale to see how the Project towers on both
sites would potentially impact views.

It should further be noted that these views are from the north and southbound lanes of the Hollywood
Freeway are presented to represent the views available to passing motorists. As such these are transitory
views experienced for seconds as one travels through the Hollywood area on the 101 Freeway. These are
not stationary scenic views from a specific vantage or lookout. As such, the views in the Draft EIR are
highly representative photographs from this vantage point.

Lastly, even if the views suggested by the commenter where used for view simulations, the conclusions in
the Draft EIR would not change. The entire Project would appear behind the Capitol Records Building
when viewed from the 101 Freeway. Thus, the Project would not obscure focal views of the Capitol
Records Buildings from the vantage points suggested by the commenter, and the related aesthetic impacts
from this perspective would still be considered less than significant.

Comment No. 09-57

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-57

See Response to Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for a discussion of the adequacy of the
Project Description as well as how the Project Objectives and Development Regulations aims to ensure
compatibility with historic resources by establishing required standards and recommended guidelines for
new design elements. While the Equivalency Program is designed to provide flexibility of uses, there are
a number of controlling factors, such as the vehicle trip cap and the guidelines and regulations within the
Development Regulations. The aesthetics analysis in the Draft EIR is based on an outer envelope of
design scenarios, which presents a worst-case and conservative assumption of what the ultimate project
could look like. In addition, the view simulations illustrate the Project at a variety of height scenarios
(i.e., 220, 400, 550, and 585-feet high) to accurately disclose the potential development scenarios
associated with implementation of the Development Regulations within the context of the Equivalency
Program. Also, the Development Regulations establish definitive standards for setbacks from adjacent
historic and aesthetic resources and street frontages, as well as providing standards for grade-level open
space. These components of the Project, as embodied in the Development Regulations, establish key
characteristics of the Project’s potential aesthetic character regardless of the flexibility provided in the
Equivalency Program. In doing so, the Draft EIR, discloses and analyzes multiple variations of the
aesthetic character that could be associated with the Project. Therefore, the Draft EIR does in fact
adequately inform the public and decision makers regarding the aesthetic character and the related
impacts of the Project.

Comment No. 09-58

Likewise, many Project elements do not bear any resemblance to what is described in the DEIR and in
many cases the Project could be much more impactful on aesthetics than what was analyzed in the DEIR.
For example, the DEIR states that "the Project would include up to three levels of above-grade parking
within the podium structures." (DEIR, p. 1I-31.) But the Project's Development Agreement would not
commit the Applicant to this. In fact, the Project applications filed with the City state that the Project will
have "around seven stories of above-grade parking." (See Exhibit A.) And more importantly, if the
Applicant wanted to do all aboveground parking in 15-stories, the Development Regulations would do
nothing to prevent this either.

Response to Comment No. 09-58

The commenter points to a discrepancy between the Project Description presented in Section I, of the
Draft EIR and a dated entitlement application that was filed in 2008. For example, the commenter is
concerned that the Draft EIR states that the Project will contain three levels of above grade podium
parking, but this detail is not specified within the Development Regulations. For clarification, the Project
Description in the Draft EIR accurately defines the Project as it is currently being proposed. The Draft
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Millennium Hollywood Project Scope of Development: Design Guidelines and Standards submitted to the
Department of City Planning in 2008, as referenced by the commenter and provided in the commenter’s
“Exhibit A,” have since been revised and are contained in Appendix II, of the Draft EIR.

The commenter is concerned that the Development Agreement or Development Regulations would not
prevent the Applicant from developing 15-stories of above ground parking. However, as stated in Section
IV.K.2, Transportation and Parking of the Draft EIR, the Project would include up to three levels of
above-grade parking within the podium structures, up to six levels of below grade parking on the East
Site, and up to six levels of below grade parking on the West Site, which is the scope of development
analyzed in the Draft EIR. In other words, the Draft EIR is not proposing a project with 15-stories of
above-ground parking. So, to understand the limitations on ultimate development, the fluidity of the
Development Regulations must be considered (and in certain instances constrained) by the scope of
environmental impact analysis presented in the Dratf EIR.

Moreover, the Development Agreement does not allow for the Project to exceed the maximum impacts
studied in the Draft EIR. As stated on pages II-22 and I1-23 of the Draft EIR, the Equivalency Program
shall be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures set forth in the Development Agreement.
The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency Program would begin with the Applicant filing
a request with the Department of City Planning. The supporting documentation shall also provide
sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the
maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR. Thus, the development procedures
described in the Draft EIR, Development Regulations, and the Development Agreement do in fact ensure
that the development would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR.

Contrary to the commenter assertion about resemblance of the Project, the Draft EIR presents numerous
visual simulations of the Project. As is typical of Draft EIRs, view simulations anticipate likely project
elements and design without the benefit of final engineering plans. The Draft EIR view simulations
accurately depict the potential heights and massing of the Project element, including podiums where
potential parking areas would be constructed. In addition, the Section 10 of the Development Regulations
contains several provisions regarding the design of parking facilities, including Section 10.3, which
provides screening standards for above grade parking. Therefore, the Draft EIR does in fact adequately
disclose and analyze the potential environmental and aesthetic impacts associated with Project design and
parking facilities.

Comment No. 09-59

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-59

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR’s analysis of the Project’s construction related impacts are
cursory and inadequate. The commenter is concerned with the placement of truck staging impacts and the
potential aesthetic impact upon AMDA’s campus during an expended construction period. The
commenter further asserts that the proposed truck staging areas on Yucca Street will be essentially in the
middle of the AMDA campus and cites only one mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure A.1-1) has been
proposed to address construction impacts. Mitigation Measure A.1-1 requires the Applicant to visually
screen and maintain the Project Site during construction. As provided in Section IV.K.1,
Transportation/Traffic and Section IV.K-2, Parking, the Draft EIR identifies three additional mitigation
measures that address the Project’s construction related impacts associated with vehicle staging and
parking. Specifically, these mitigation measures are restated below:

K.1-1 To mitigate potential temporary traffic impacts of any necessary lane and/or sidewalk closures
during the construction period, the Applicant shall, prior to construction, develop a Construction
Traffic Control/Management Plan (the "Plan") to be approved by LADOT to minimize the effects
of construction on vehicular and pedestrian circulation and assist in the orderly flow of vehicular
and pedestrian circulation in the area of the Project. The Plan shall include temporary roadway
striping and signage for traffic flow as necessary, as well as the identification and signage of
alternative pedestrian routes in the immediate vicinity of the Project.

K.2-1 No sidewalk in the pedestrian route along a public right-of-way shall be closed for construction
unless an alternative pedestrian route is provided that is no more than 500 greater in length than
the closed route.

K.2-2 Construction Related Parking. Off-street parking shall be provided for all construction-related
employees generated by the Project. No employees or subcontractors shall be allowed to park on
surrounding residential streets for the duration of all construction activities. There shall be no
staging or parking of heavy construction vehicles on the surrounding street for the duration of all
construction activities. There shall be no staging or parking of construction vehicles, including
vehicles that transport workers, on any residential street in the immediate area. All construction
vehicles shall be stored on-site unless returned to the base of operations.

Implementation of these measures, in conjunction with Mitigation Measures IV.A-1, would further serve
to mitigate the Project’s temporary and intermittent construction related impacts upon the AMDA campus
and adjacent areas, specifically with respect to pedestrian circulation and vehicle storage staging areas.
Combined with mitigation measure A.1-1, the Draft EIR properly concludes that the Project’s temporary
visual and aesthetic impact during the construction period would be less than significant with mitigation.
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Comment No. 09-60

F. The DEIR’s Air Quality Analysis is Inadequate.

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

Similarly Flawed.

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

Response to Comment No. 09-60

This comment asserts that the traffic study artificially minimized project trips. As the Project Traffic
Study accurately disclosed the Project’s trips, the air quality analysis presented in the Draft EIR is
adequate and accurately reflects the Project’s regional air quality impacts.

Comment No. 09-61

2. The DEIR Must Analyze the Project’s Specific Air Quality Impacts on AMDA, Including
Localized CO and Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts.

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

Response to Comment No. 09-61

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential regional and localized construction and operational air
quality impacts. As stated earlier in Response to Comment No. 09-11 above, AMDA was not identified
as a sensitive receptor based on use permits on file with the City of Los Angeles. With respect to CO
Hotspots, SCAQMD suggests conducting a CO hotspots analysis for any intersection where a proposed
project would worsen the LOS to any level below C, and for any intersection rated D or worse where the
proposed project would increase the V/C ratio by two percent or more. The Project would meet these
criteria at 13 of the 37 intersections analyzed. The intersection of Yucca Street and Vine Street would not
meet these analysis criteria and thus was correctly not analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR. Intersections
that do not meet the analysis criteria would not have the potential to exceed their respective national or
state ambient air quality standards.
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Comment No. 09-62

3. The DEIR Fails to Impose All Feasible Mitigation Measures for ROG, NOx, and PM2.5.

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

Response to Comment No. 09-62

This comment suggests additional air quality mitigation measures, beyond the mitigation measures
identified in the Draft EIR, It should be noted that the mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR
meet and exceed the standard air quality mitigation measures for development projects in the City of Los
Angeles. In addition, the South Coast Air Quality Management District also submitted comments
regarding air quality mitigation measures. Additional air quality mitigation measures have been added to
the Draft EIR. Please see the response to Comment No. 08-3 for additional information about mitigation
measures.  Generally, see all the responses to the Comment Letter 08 for additional discussion of air
quality issues and revised mitigation measures.

Comment No. 09-63

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

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

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-63

This comment seems to confuse the terminology of thresholds of significance, impact determination,
accepted methodologies (i.e., “business as usual” (BAU) calculations) for analyzing GHG emission
reductions, and environmental baseline. The case law cited in the comment points out that there is a
difference in the BAU methodology provided in the ARB Scoping Plan and CEQA’s separate
requirement for analyzing impacts against the proper baseline. The Draft EIR properly employed the
BAU methodology to analyze GHG impacts. The GHG analysis contained in the Draft EIR correctly
establishes the current GHG emissions associated with the existing land uses on the Project Site
(environmental baseline — see Table IV.B.2-3, Existing Project Site Greenhouse Gas Emissions). Table
IV.B.2-6, Project Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR then illustrates the Project’s
net increase of GHG emissions over existing Project Site emissions for two separate build-out scenarios; a
build-out scenario with GHG-reducing measures (Project Scenario) and a build-out scenario without
GHG-reducing measures (defined therein as a Business As Usual Scenario). By providing these two
potential build-out scenarios, the Draft EIR properly discloses the Project’s increase in GHG emissions
compared to the existing conditions. The Draft EIR does not, as the comment states, “completely
undercount[] GHGs” These two potential build-out scenarios also illustrate the effectiveness of the
Project’s GHG-reducing measures and allows the decision-maker to determine whether those measures

'3 The DEIR also does not disclose where the erroneous threshold originated. Under CEQA, "[t]hresholds of significance
to be adopted for general use as part of the lead agency's environmental review must be adopted by ordinance, resolution,
rule, or regulation, and developed through a public review process and be supported by substantial evidence™ (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.7)(Emphasis added). To our knowledge, the City has not adopted this erroneous threshold
through any public review process, nor is the threshold supported by substantial evidence. The DEIR therefore must be
revised to include a discussion of how GHG emission thresholds comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7.
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represent a fair share contribution to reducing GHG impacts to the target level established under AB 32
and thus are no longer cumulatively considerable.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project’s GHG-reducing measures include compliance with the LA
Green Building Code, the Project’s location near transit, and the mixed-use nature of the Project.
Specifically, as detailed in the Project Traffic Study, the Project’s location and mixed-use characteristics
would result in approximately 8,242 fewer daily motor vehicle trips compared to a project in a location
without transit access and a project without mixed-use characteristics. In addition, as detailed in the
Project Traffic Study, the Project includes a mitigation measure resulting in a 15% reduction in daily
motor vehicle trips through the implementation of a project-specific Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Program.

As concluded on page 1V.B.2-19 of the Draft EIR, although the Project is expected to result in a net
increase in GHG emissions, the Project’s GHG-reducing measures would ensure the Project’s GHG
emissions are reduced in manner that meets the objectives of AB 32 by reducing GHG levels by 42.6%
below the Project’s BAU emission levels. This reduction exceeds the 16% reduction goal below BAU in
the 2011 Scoping Plan and constitutes the Project’s fair share contribution to reduce its cumulative GHG
impacts to below a level of significance.

The comment also seems to assume that the Natural Resources Agency’s Final Statement of Reasons is
the legal authority for interpreting the CEQA Guidelines. The U.S. and California Constitution
established a system of checks and balances and division of powers among the judicial, executive, and
legislative branches, and among the federal, state, and local governments. Normally, as is the case here,
state legislative agencies do not have the authority to make final interpretations of their own regulations.
This is the role of the judicial branch. Among the founding principles of our judicial system is the
doctrine of stare decisis, in which once a judicial interpretation of a law or regulation has been made and
published, it is entitled to a level of deference in order to promote stability and allow those subject to the
law or regulation to rely on the decisions. In California, a court has already held in a published decision
that projects that demonstrate they have reduced their GHG emissions by at least the Scoping Plan’s
percentage as compared to Business As Usual levels do not make a cumulatively considerable
contribution to GHG impacts. (Citizens For Responsible Equitable Environmental Development v. City
of Chula Vista (2011) 197 Cal. App. 4™ 327.) The City, in part, relied on this holding to guide its
assessment of GHG impacts of this project because the courts are a higher legal authority than the Natural
Resources Agency. Therefore, the cumulative impacts associated with the Project’s GHG emissions
would not rise to the level of significance (i.e., would not be cumulatively considerable) under the
quantitative threshold.

Even if the quantitative threshold were exceeded, the Project would not have a cumulatively considerable
impact because the project meets the qualitative threshold. The Draft EIR provides a thorough discussion
and qualitative analysis concluding that the Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. As such, the Draft EIR
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adequately analyzed and disclosed the Project’s potential GHG impacts and no further response is
required.

Comment No. 09-64

H. The DEIR’s Analysis of Impacts to Cultural Resources Is Not Supported by Substantial
Evidence.

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

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

One of the key inquiries relative to Cultural Resources is whether a project will reduce the integrity or
significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity. (See CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5(b)(1)) ("A substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource means ...
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical
resource would be materially impaired.") (Emphasis added.) The DEIR must provide an analysis of how
the Project can affect the historic nature of a City monument that is literally a "beacon" and symbolizes an
entire region and/or idea. Specifically, the DEIR must include a good-faith discussion of when an
adjacent development can be so massive in scale relative to a monument of worldwide importance that
such a monument is materially impaired. The DEIR appears to take the position that mere visibility is the
only thing that matters, such that a ten-foot setback renders impacts less than significant. The CEQA
Guidelines indicate otherwise.

Response to Comment No. 09-64

The commenter is correct that the Capitol Records Building is reputed to be the first cylindrical office
tower building in the world and was the first tall office building (built to the height limit of its day)
constructed in Hollywood after World War II. As detailed in the Draft EIR, the Capitol Records Building
is historically significant as an example of Corporate Modernist architecture from the 1950s in Los
Angeles, and high-rise office buildings in Hollywood. It is also significant for its association with the
Music Industry in Los Angeles. Capitol Records has been formally determined eligible for the National
Register, is listed in the California Register, and has been designated as a Historic-Cultural Monument
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(#857) by the City of Los Angeles. All of this information, as well as a detailed history of the Capitol
Records Building and the surrounding historic resources, is included in the Historic Resources Report that
is an appendix to the Draft EIR.

The commenter is also correct that the Capitol Records Building occupies a prominent place in the
Hollywood skyline due to its striking cylindrical shape and rooftop pylon, and the fact that no additional
high-rise buildings were built in the vicinity until recently. The Draft EIR and the Historic Resource
Report clearly acknowledge the significance of the Capitol Records Building. The commenter claims that
the Draft EIR fails to analyze the cultural significance of the Capitol Records Building. However, Section
IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that the Project has the potential to
add considerable height and density, and that the immediate surroundings of the Capitol Records Building
will be altered. As demonstrated in the Draft EIR, the Capitol Records Building will retain its eligibility
for listing in national, state, and local registers despite alteration of its surroundings by the Project. The
Capitol Records Building will remain intact and retain its important character-defining features. Setback
and open-space requirements specified in the Development Guidelines will also ensure that important
views will be retained. The Draft EIR also contains mitigation measure C-3 to ensure that any future
alterations to the Capitol Records Buildings comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standard of
Rehabilitation.

Importantly, all of the historic impact analysis contained in the Draft EIR is supported by the Historic
Resources Report, which is clearly substantial evidence. Therefore, the commenter is incorrect in its
statement that the Draft EIR analysis of cultural resources is not supported by substantial evidence.
Please see: (1) Topical Response 4, Cultural Rresources; (2) Responses to Comments for Letter No. 19
from the Los Angeles Conservancy; and (3) Responses to Comment for Letter No. 14 from the
Hollywood Heritage for addition information regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis of
historic resources.

Comment No. 09-65

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

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

Millennium Hollywood Project 111.B Responses to Comments — Individual Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 111.B-93



City of Los Angeles February 2013

shall appear as such."). The vagueness (use of the word "generally") and exemption for development
lower than 150 feet in height in this instance shows how the Development Regulations fail to provide
meaningful historic resource protections.

Response to Comment No. 09-65

The Historic Resources Report provides a detailed analysis of the Project’s impacts on historic resources
according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. See Section 6.3: Use of the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards to Determine Impacts in the Historic Resources Report for a details analysis of this
issue.

In addition, see Response to Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for a discussion of the adequacy
of the project description as well as how the Project Objectives and Development Regulations aims to
ensure compatibility with historic resources by establishing required standards and recommended
guidelines for new design elements. Also, the Historic Resources Report used the setbacks and open
space requirements contained in the Development Regulation to form its conclusions regarding the
Project’s potential impacts on historic resources. Thus, contrary to the commenter’s assertion, there is in
fact sufficient Project details for a historic resources expert to reach a definitive conclusion regarding
potential historic resources impacts.

Please see: (1) Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources; (2) Responses to Comments for Letter No. 19
from the Los Angeles Conservancy; and (3) Responses to Comment for Letter No. 14 from the
Hollywood Heritage for addition information regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis of
historic resources.

Comment No. 09-66

The Development Regulations also fail to provide sufficient protections for the Capitol Records Tower
from a massing standpoint. For example, the DEIR finds impacts to historic resources less than
significant because the Development Regulations "help reduce potential adverse effects of mass and scale
by reducing the bulk of buildings as height increases and pushing tower elements toward the center of the
block, and away from historic resources .... In this way, important views from Vine Street and the
Hollywood Freeway are protected." (DEIR, p. IV.C-39.) However, this language from the DEIR
assumes a configuration for the Project that does not necessarily have to be built. For example, the DEIR
does not disclose that if a building less than 150-feet high is built along the east side of Vine street, then
no open space need be provided along Vine. (See Development Regulation 6.1.1 ). Likewise, the
Development Regulations allow parking to be built anywhere on the Project site, without consideration
for historic resource impacts. (Development Regulation 4.1.) Several other potential configurations for
the Project would be completely insensitive to the Capitol Records Tower, the DEIR representations
notwithstanding.
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Response to Comment No. 09-66

See Response to Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for a discussion of the adequacy of the
project description as well as how the Project Objectives and Development Regulations aims to provide
sufficient views and clearance of the Capitol Records Building. The Capitol Records Building will retain
its eligibility for listing in national, state, and local registers despite alteration of its surroundings by
large-scale new development. The Capitol Records Building will remain intact and retain its important
character-defining features. Setback and open-space requirements specified in the Development
Guidelines will also ensure that important views will be retained.

The commenter purports development scenarios that are not proposed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
does not propose development scenarios wherein all structures are lower than 150-high as the commenter
purports. Similarly, the commenter does not provide any evidence to prove that if a hypothetical 150-tall
building on the east side of Vine street would preclude open space. In contrast, the Development
Regulations contain open space standards (see Section 8) and related building designs (see Figures 8.1.1
through 8.1.4) for the development scenarios considered in the Draft EIR. The impacts related to these
development scenarios are analyzed throughout the Draft EIR and were reviewed as part of the Historic
Resources Report. Therefore, the Development Regulations do in fact provide sufficient protections for
the Capitol Records Buildings according to the development scenarios proposed and analyzed in the Draft
EIR.

Please see: (1) Topical Response 4 (Cultural Resources), (2) Responses to Comments for Letter No. 19
from the Los Angeles Conservancy; and (3) Responses to Comment for Letter No. 14 from the
Hollywood Heritage for addition information regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR’s analysis of
historic resources.

Comment No. 09-67

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

1. The DEIR Fails to Accurately Identify the Project Site’s Applicable Planning and Land Use
Regulations.

Starting with the DEIR's Project Description, and carrying through its Land Use Planning environmental
impact analysis, there are numerous errors and inconsistencies pertaining to the current planning and land
use regulations that apply to the Project site. For example, the DEIR states that all square footage
numbers for the Project are calculated using the definition of "net square feet" as defined in LAMC
Section 14.5.3. (DEIR, p. 1I-23, fn. 4.) No such definition appears in the LAMC, and the referenced
section of the LAMC pertains to transfers of floor area in Downtown Los Angeles. The DEIR also refers
to "net developed floor area," which is also allegedly defined by the LAMC (DEIR, p. 1I-24, Table 11-4,
note b), but again, no such defined term exists. The DEIR’ s erroneous references to purportedly defined
terms render it impossible for the public to assess the true scale and impacts of the proposed Project.
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Response to Comment No. 09-67

The comment is correct that net square feet and net developed floor area are not defined in the LAMC.
Although these terms are not defined in the LAMC, the square footages that are analyzed in the Draft EIR
for the Concept Plan, Commercial Scenario, and Residential Scenario are based on the definition of floor
area provided in Section 12.03 of the LAMC. This has been corrected in Section IV, Corrections and
Additions, of this Final EIR. As such, although the terms used were incorrect, the Draft EIR adequately
analyzed the impacts of the Project.

Comment No. 09-68

2. The DEIR Does Not Demonstrate the Project’s Conformance with Critical Community Plan

Goals and Policies.

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-68

The comment claims that the housing opportunities that would be provided by the Project are not based in
reality. The comment is speculative as to who would or would not buy or rent a residential unit of the
Project. In Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR, the Project’s consistency with applicable
goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan is analyzed in Table IV.G-4, Hollywood
Community Plan Update Consistency Analysis, on pages 1V.G-37-48. Table IV.G-4 includes the
Project’s consistency with Policy LU.2.17, explaining that the Project will provide a range of residential
units from one to three bedrooms and thus would provide housing opportunities for a variety of family
sizes and incomes. This adequately demonstrates the Project’s consistency with Policy LU.2.17.

Comment No. 09-69

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

Response to Comment No. 09-69

Table 1V.G-4, Hollywood Community Plan Update Consistency Analysis, on pages IV.G-37-48 of
Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR, includes the analysis of the Project’s consistency
with Goal LU.3: Make Streets Walkable, as well as multiple policies to implement that goal including
Policies LU. 3.3, 3.4, 3.8, 3.9-12, 3.15, 3.17, 3.21-24, and 3.27. With regard to Policies LU 3.5
(Discourage curb-cuts next to sidewalks on streets with a high level of pedestrian traffic, when alternative
access exists) and 3.6 (Discourage the siting of parking lots next to sidewalks, which carry high volumes
of pedestrian traffic), the Project would be overall consistent with these goals and policies. Specifically,
with regard to LU 3.5, the Project is designed to minimize curb cuts to the maximum extent possible by
providing alternative access points to the Project Site from both sidewalks and interior entrances. Access
points are provided where necessary to allow vehicles to enter and exit the Project Site and no curb cuts
are proposed to strictly allow pedestrians to access the Project Site. Curb cuts are minimized along
Hollywood Blvd., where most of the sidewalk activity exists. With regard to LU 3.6, the Project is
proposing to remove the existing parking lots and provide on-site parking within parking garages. In
turn, this minimizes pedestrian traffic though parking lots and minimizes vehicular traffic through
walking areas.

Further, although the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR discuss that the driveways will not introduce any
unusual adverse hazards (see page IV.K.2-25 of the Draft EIR), additional analysis was completed to
clarify and further demonstrate that impacts to pedestrian safety conditions due to Project Site access are
less than significant. As discussed in the Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analyses,
Appendix G (Site Access Impact and Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety Analysis) attached hereto, the Project
would reduce the number of driveways serving the Project Site on Vine Street, Ivar Avenue and Argyle
Avenue from the existing conditions, no potential sightline conflict with other vehicles, including
bicycles, has been identified at these driveways, pedestrians would have adequate sidewalk space, and
there is no data to indicate that the proposed driveways for the Project would cause pedestrian safety
impacts.
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Please also see Response to Comment No. 09-7 (AMDA) above.

Comment No. 09-70

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-70

The commenter contends that the Project no longer complies with the Hollywood Community Plan
Update if the height of the Project is less than 150 feet. The commenter points to specific parts of the
Development Regulations and asserts that if the Project was built at 150 feet or less, no grade level open
space or publicly accessible passageway area would be required. However, the Draft EIR does not
propose development scenarios lower than 220 feet. Further, as studied in the Draft EIR, the Project
could range in height from 220 to 585 feet. This height range was fully and adequately analyzed
throughout the Draft EIR.
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Comment No. 09-71

J. The DEIR’s Public Services Analysis is Legally Inadequate.

1. The DEIR Improperly Categorizes the Project’s Fire Code Land Use for Maximum Response

Distance and Fire Flow Requirements.

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

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

While the Project, in several of its many configurations, would contain high density residential land uses,
there is no configuration that could appropriately be classified as "neighborhood" commercial. The
equivalency program would also allow a completely commercial scenario. Given the location and
immense size of the Project, the appropriate Table 9-C land use category should unquestionably be High
Density Industrial/Commercial (Principal Business Districts or Centers), which has a corresponding
maximum response distance of 0.75 miles from the nearest engine company, and 1 mile from the nearest
truck company. Only Station No. 27 is within 0.75 miles, and by only 0.05 miles. Moreover, Station No.
27 is a "light force” truck and engine company, with a single aerial ladder truck and a single engine."’
These details pertaining to response distances must be clarified in the DEIR to properly classify the
Project’s proposed land uses, and to describe the impacts resulting from the relatively limited availability
of fire protection services in the immediate vicinity of the Project.

16 National Fire Protection Association, "High Rise Building Fires,” December 2011, p. 17.

Y DEIR p. IV.J.1-3, City of Los Angeles Fire Department website (http://lafd.org/apparatusllll-fire-a-rescueresources/
294-lafd-truck-company), accessed December 5, 2012.
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Response to Comment No. 09-71

This comment contends that the Proposed Project should be classified as High Density
Industrial/Commercial with regard to corresponding maximum fire response distance from the nearest fire
station. The commenter provides this conclusion by asserting that an all commercial development could
be developed based on the Equivalency Program. Based on the “worst-case impact envelope” studied In
the Draft EIR, including the trip cap, however, the Project is correctly identified as High Density
Residential/Neighborhood Commercial. Specifically, the Community Plan and Update designates the
Project Site as Regional Center Commercial and refers to the LAMC for specific land uses permitted
within this designation. The Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the
construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses, no industrial uses are
allowed. Development of the Project would include some combination of multi-family residential, retail,
restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, which would be
retained as part of the Project. This type of development would be consistent with the Regional Center
Commercial land use designation and the High Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial land use
category identified in Table 9-C of the Fire Code, also presented in Table IV.J.1-2 of the Draft EIR.

The strictest standards apply to High Density Industrial and Commercial as identified in Table 9-C of the
Fire Code and in Table IV.J.1-2 of the Draft EIR, which requires a response distance of 0.75 miles for an
engine and 1 mile for a truck company. The Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Station No. 27, which
has both a truck and engine company and is 0.8 miles from Station No. 82, which has an engine company.
Thus, the Project Site is within the response distance of the most conservative land use designation with
the strictest standards as the Project Site is 0.7 miles from Station No. 27, which has an engine and a truck
company.

Comment No. 09-72

In addition to maximum response distances, Table 9-C also sets forth minimum required fire flows for the
same four land use categories discussed above. Confusingly, while the DEIR claims that the Project is
appropriately categorized as High Density Residential/Neighborhood Commercial for purposes of
determining maximum response distances, elsewhere the DEIR claims that the Project only requires a fire
flow of 6,000 to 9,000 gallons per minute from four to six hydrants flowing simultaneously, which
corresponds to the Industrial/Commercial land use designation. (DEIR p. IV.J.I-11.) Again, given the
location and proposed size of the Project, the appropriate Table 9-C land use category should be High
Density Industrial/Commercial (Principal Business Districts or Centers). This land use category requires
a minimum fire flow of 12,000 gallons per minute, available to any block. This fire flow requirement
could be even higher, for Table 9-C requires that, where local conditions indicate that consideration must
be given to simultaneous fires, an additional 2,000 to 8,000 g.p.m. will be required. Given the densely
developed nature of the properties surrounding the Project site, the possibility of simultaneous fires seems
reasonable. The DEIR must provide more analysis of how the Project is being analyzed for potential
impacts to fire protection services, and must not arbitrarily assign the Project to two inappropriate Table
9-C land use categories.
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Response to Comment No. 09-72

According to a written correspondence with the LAFD that is citied on page IV.J.1-11 and attached as
Appendix J.1 of the Draft EIR, the required fire flow for the Project would be 6,000 to 9,000 gpm from
four to six hydrants flowing simultaneously. As such, the Project is properly analyzed based on
information directly from the Fire Department and was not arbitrarily assigned to an inappropriate land
use category. Further, if the Project were to be categorized as Industrial/Commercial per Table 9-C, a
response distance of 1 mile for an engine and 1.5 miles for a truck company would be required. The
Project would also satisfy those requirements as the Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Station No. 27,
which has both a truck and engine company and is 0.8 miles from Station No. 82, which has an engine
company.

Further, as discussed in Section IV.J.1, Public Services-Fire Protection, of the Draft EIR, the Project
would replace the existing on-site water system (which now currently serves above grade parking and
storage kiosk areas) with new water lines configured in a system that would be maintained and supplied
by the LADWP via connection points to an existing LADWP water main. The Water Operations Division
of the LADWP would perform a detailed fire flow study at the time of permit review in order to ascertain
whether further on-site water system or other site-specific improvements would be necessary. Hydrants,
water lines, and water tanks would be installed per Fire Code requirements for the Project. In addition, the
Project Applicant would be required to submit the proposed plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for
review for compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire Code, City Building Code, and National
Fire Protection Association standards, thereby further ensuring that the Project would not create any
undue fire hazard.

Comment No. 09-73

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

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

However, the DEIR’s stated response times, which were reported by the Fire Department to the
Applicant’s CEQA consultant, cover responses to structure fires only, and do not include response times
to medical emergencies. This presents an inaccurate picture of what the true Fire Department response
times are today, and what they might be in the future if the Project is constructed. In addition, the DEIR
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itself contains a reference to a broader problem with its analysis of Fire Department response times- in
May 2012, the City Controller issued an audit of the Fire Department's claimed response times, and found
that the Department had produced inaccurate response time data for a number of years, making it
impossible to determine proper emergency response times, as measured against national standards. (City
Controller, Analysis of the Los Angeles Fire Department's Response Times, May 18, 2012, p. 3.)
Furthermore, this audit stated that, to the extent that the Department's data could be properly analyzed, it
showed that medical response times had been increasing. (Id)

The DEIR itself refers to the Controller's audit of Fire Department response times- in a footnote, the
audit's finding that medical response times had increased is acknowledged. But the footnote goes on to
state: "Nevertheless, this audit is presented for informational purposes only, and the written response from
the LAFD (dated December 14, 2011) regarding response times is used in the analysis presented in this
DEIR." (DEIR, p. IV.J.1-4, fn. 7.) This is completely inadequate analysis- the Controller's audit noted
that the Fire Department had been keeping inaccurate response time data for years, which means that any
"written response" issued by the Department prior to the audit is extremely suspect. Furthermore, even if
the response time data provided by the Fire Department could be treated as accurate, it would only be
accurate for responses to Structure fires only, and not for medical responses. And, as the audit
demonstrates, recent medical response times have been increasing. The DEIR completely fails to provide
any context or analysis of this issue, and this cannot be allowed to occur- any proposal to add over one
million square feet of residential and commercial uses in the heart of Hollywood will have a dramatic
impact on the demand for fire and medical services. If the DEIR cannot provide an accurate analysis of
the Fire Department's ability to meet current demand, there is no substantial evidence for its assertion that
the Project will not result in any new significant impacts. This analysis must be completely redone to
reflect the current state of affairs regarding the City's Fire Department.

Response to Comment No. 09-73

The LAFD provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for the Draft EIR for the Millennium
Hollywood Project. That response, by Captain Mark Woolf, included information about medical
emergency services, stated, in part: “The response times to the proposed site would be within 5 minutes
from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance standards of the LAFD.”
This response time is not limited to structure fires and as such medical response times are adequate as
well. As noted in the letter, Fire Station 27 also houses a Paramedic Ambulance and a Basic Life Support
Ambulance. See Appendix J.1 of the Draft EIR.

The current challenges facing the City in light of recent budget cuts are complex and continue to evolve.
City officials are committed to developing interim solutions to ensure that the LAFD is able to meet
mandated performance standards set forth in the Los Angeles Fire Code. CEQA does not shift financial
responsibility for the provision of adequate fire and emergency response services to the Project Applicant.
The City has a constitutional obligation to provide adequate fire protection services. As such, the City
must continue to perform its obligations. However, it should also be noted, as discussed in greater detail
in Section IV.J.1 Public Services-Fire Protection of the Draft EIR, that the Project would generate a
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significant amount of General Fund revenues to the City in the form of sales and property taxes. The City
could use these added revenues to help offset the LAFD budget cuts, although the ultimate use of these
revenues cannot be predicted with certainty at this time.

As discussed in Section IV.J.1 Public Services-Fire Protection of the Draft EIR, response times are not
the only factor involved in evaluating impacts to fire protection services. For example, the Project is
consistent with Fire Code Section 57.09.06, regarding distance to fire stations. As shown in Table IV.J.1-
1, Existing Fire Stations Serving the Project Site, the Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Fire Station 27,
which houses a truck company and an engine company. The Project Site is 0.8 miles from LAFD Fire
Station 82, which houses an engine company. That is within a 1.5-mile radius and is thereby consistent
with Fire Code Section 57.09.06.

The Project also incorporates a number of mitigation measures designed to ensure that impacts related to
fire protection services would be less than significant. These measures include submittal of the proposed
plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire
Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association standards and submittal of an
emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD that would include but not be limited to the
following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, location of
nearest hospitals, and fire departments. The mitigation measures would apply to medical emergencies as
well. (See Mitigation Measures J.1-1 through J.1-7 on page 1V.J.1-18 of the Draft EIR for a complete list
of fire protection services mitigation measures). As such, the Draft EIR adequately analyses the Project’s
impacts to fire protection services.

Comment No. 09-74

3. The DEIR’s Analysis of Police Services Impacts Fails to Acknowledge the Project’s Alcohol-

Serving and Entertainment Uses.

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

Response to Comment No. 09-74

See Response to Comment Nos. 81-7 and 81-10 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for a discussion of the request
for a master conditional use permit to permit the onsite sales and consumption and sale for offsite
consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages.

Section 1V.J.2, Public Services — Police includes several mitigation measures that are designed to make
police response efficient during operation, including reviewing plans at the plan check stage with
reasonable recommendations incorporated, and providing the LAPD with access information.

While the Equivalency Program is designed to provide flexibility of uses, there are firm constraints on
how the Project is developed, including the vehicle trip cap and the Development Regulations.

The Draft EIR provides a reasonable worst-case impact analysis for each category of impact. In the Draft
EIR, the Residential Scenario has been identified as the development plan that could have the maximum
potential impacts to police protection services, for a 24 hour period (including both daytime and nighttime
hours); however, as the Commercial Scenario would have the greatest potential increase in total
population (residents and employees) at the Project Site, the Commercial Scenario would have the
maximum potential impacts to police protection services for the daytime period. Due to the Project’s
direct population and employee increase and associated demand for police protection services from the
Commercial Scenario, there would be a potential impact on police protection services. Thus, to reduce
the Project’s potential impacts to police protection services to less than significant levels, mitigation
measures are provided in Section IV.J.2, Public Services — Police.

Comment No. 09-75

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-75

The Draft EIR fully discloses all impacts and does not neglect to analyze the maximum intensity of uses
that could conceivably be developed at the Project Site. For each category, the Draft EIR analyzes the
scenario that would produce the greatest impact. Thus, the Project Description is designed to allow the
Draft EIR to analyze the outer boundaries of the impacts that could be produced across the range of
Project build-out combinations. For a given environmental category, the Draft EIR analyzes the scenario
most likely to cause the greatest impact for that category. This “worst-case impact” approach complies
with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies from the project described in the
Draft EIR, so long as all of the impacts are disclosed. Sierra Club v. City of Orange, 163 Cal. App. 4™
523,533, 78 Cal. Rptr. 3d 1, 3 (4™ Dist. 2008).

The comment then states that anything could be built at the Project Site, such as all restaurant uses or all
residential uses. The Project could not be built as an all restaurant or all residential development as an all
restaurant or all residential development is not reflective of the Project. As stated on pages 11-44 through
1I-48, in Section II, Project Description of the Draft EIR, the Project Objectives call for the development
of a mixed-use Project. Furthermore, irrespective of the land uses proposed, the Project’s Equivalency
Program establishes the Trip Cap as one measure to control the level of development for the Project.
There are a number of other controlling factors that ensure the Draft EIR has properly analyzed and
disclosed the full range of environmental impacts that could occur as a result of the Project. As stated on
pages 11-22 and 1I-23 of the Draft EIR: “[t]he Equivalency Program shall be implemented pursuant to the
administrative procedures set forth in the Development Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange
under the Equivalency Program would begin with the Applicant filing a request with the Department of
City Planning. This request shall include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange
that is being proposed and supplemental information documenting how the proposed land uses are
consistent with the overall a.m. and p.m. peak hour trip cap identified in Table II-3, Project Trip Cap.

The supporting documentation shall also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed
Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft
EIR.” Thus, the development procedures described above will ensure that the Trip Cap is not exceeded,
that the method of calculating trips is consistent with the method used on the Project Traffic Study, and
that the development would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the EIR.

Comment No. 09-76

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

Response to Comment No. 09-76

The Project analyzes the immediate impacts of projects and related projects in close proximity to the
Project Site. Contrary to the commenter’s statement that the DEIR did not analyze the BLVD 6200
Project and Yucca Condominiums Project, these two projects are listed on the Draft EIR’s related project
list, as identified in Section III, Environmental Setting, Table I1I-1, Related Projects List. The comment
also cites that the Project is “immediately adjacent” to the BLVD 6200 Project. However, the BLVD
6200 Project is located over a block away and across Hollywood Boulevard to the South and across
Argyle Boulevard to the East. While the Yucca Condominiums Project is located near the Project Site,
the conclusion reached in the Draft EIR, that the potential need for the upgraded water service at each of
the related projects will depend on the specific circumstances and activities at each site, remains the same.

Comment No. 09-77

L. The DEIR’s Alternatives Analysis Fails to Comply with CEQA.

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

The DEIR's Alternatives section provides several alternative projects, but all of them (with the obvious
exception of the required "No Project" alternative) appear to have been provided as part of a pro forma
attempt to appear compliant with CEQA rather than to actually comply with CEQ A. In practice, the
DEIR does not provide a reasonable range of alternatives to comply with CEQA's minimum requirements
for alternatives analysis. Four out of the five development alternatives provide for 875,228 net square feet
of development (reduced from the proposed Project's 1,166,970 net square feet). In other words, four out
of the five development alternatives provide exactly the same development square footage, with almost
exactly the same, if not worse, impacts to aesthetics, air quality (construction), cultural resources (had it

been ' correctly identified as significant), and noise (construction) -key significant impacts of the
Project.'® With respects to AMDA's concerns about noise and vibration, for example, the DEIR has
provided four alternatives that would not alleviate impacts on AMDA in the slightest. This is not a

reasonable range of alternatives in legal compliance with CEQ A.

18 Although the DEIR does not identity the impacts as worse, the impacts are in actuality worse in some cases because the
DEIR purposefully removed public benefits from the Alternatives to make them appear unattractive. The removal of
public benefits from the alternatives in and of itself makes them completely unrealistic. The Applicant would be hard-put
to find another 583,485 square foot-plus project with a 20-plus year development agreement that has previously been
approved by the City and has not been required to provide public benefits similar to those that magically disappear from
the various alternatives.
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Response to Comment No. 09-77

The Draft EIR does provide a reasonable range of alternatives as well as justification as to why alternative
sites and other development scenarios were considered but rejected. It should be noted that while an EIR
must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, it is not required to discuss every
alternative to the Project. Instead, an EIR should present a “reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives.” 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(a). The CEQA Guidelines do not establish ironclad rules
relating to the range of alternatives to be discussed in an EIR. Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 576. Rather, the nature and scope of the alternatives studied in an EIR
is governed by the rule of reason. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(a). Under the rule of reason, an EIR need
discuss only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(f). See
California Native Plant Soc'y v City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 CA4th 957. Here, the Draft EIR analyzed
five alternatives not including the No Project Alternative. The alternatives included two reduced density
alternatives (4.5:1 and 3:1 FAR), a reduced height alternative, and two land use alternatives. The Draft
EIR provides over 150 pages of analysis for these alternatives. In doing so, the Draft EIR has provided
the decision makers with a diverse set of alternatives that allow for a reasoned choice between densities,
heights, and land uses. The Draft EIR’s range of alternatives is reasonable.

In addition, as stated in Section VI, Alternatives to the Project, of the Draft EIR, the development of the
Project Site at an FAR below 3:1 would also be considered economically infeasible and was rejected from
further environmental review because it is incapable of accomplishing the Applicant's development
intentions and objectives for viable reuse of the Project Site. Also, such a development would result in
environmental impacts similar to those identified for the Project and thus, would not substantially reduce
or avoid the significant impacts that would occur under the Project.

The reduced density mixed-use development at 3:1 FAR would include 583,485 square feet. While
certain impacts would be reduced due to the comparably smaller development than the Project, the
Alternative 3 was selected as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Due to a reduction in overall
square footage when compared to the Project, Alternative 3 would not meet the full extent of the Project
Objective to generate the maximum community benefits by maximizing land use opportunities and
providing a vibrant urban environment with state-of-the-art improvements. Specifically, with a reduced
version of the Project, the objective to ensure that this iconic intersection of Hollywood would remain a
thriving commercial corridor for the community would not be fully realized, given the reduction in land
uses proposed, because this alternative would not generate the density of residents and employees needed
to sustain the existing and proposed business, resident, visitor, transit and cultural activities in the area.
This Alternative, with its reduced density when measured against the Project, would not maximize land
use opportunities available. Alternative 3 would not create as great of a long-term increase in tax revenue
to the City, or create as many additional jobs, or attract as much business activity to the Hollywood Area
when compared to the Project as proposed.

Regarding the level of impacts associated with the alternatives, the Draft EIR contains Table 1V-70,
which provides a summary analysis of how the Alternatives reduce impacts. Lead agencies are not
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precluded from presenting alternatives that would substantially reduce some impacts, but increase others.
When these alternatives are included in an EIR, however, the EIR must discuss the alternative's
significant impacts, although in less detail than is required for an analysis of the project's impacts. A
matrix displaying the significant effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison.
See 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(d). The Draft EIR complies exactly with these CEQA requirements.

Last, the alternatives selected for analysis in the Draft EIR were selected to comply with CEQA, as
discussed above. The alternatives were not selected simply to alleviate impacts that could occur on
AMDA. This methodology complies with CEQA as explain above and further discussed in response to
Comment No. 09-78 below.

Comment No. 09-78

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

Response to Comment No. 09-78

The Project Objectives aims to preserve public views from certain key vantage points to the Capitol
Records Building and preserve existing view corridors from certain key vantage points to the Hollywood
Hills. While Alternative 3 would have less density, it would still create a development that could
potentially create a focal view obstruction of the Capitol Records Building, but to a lesser degree than the
Project under the Development Regulations. This conclusion is based on the conservative approach that
any substantial development on the Site has the potential to partially block views of the Capitol Records
Building, depending on the vantage point.

The Lead Agency can select alternatives that can avoid or substantially lessen one or more effects.
(Emphasis added). See 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(c), which indicates that the Project alternatives do
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not have to eliminate all significant impacts, but must instead be capable of reducing significant impacts.
The court in Sierra Club v City of Orange, 163 CA4th at 546 noted that for complex projects, "it is
practically impossible to imagine an alternative that would provide substantial environmental advantages
in all respects." As demonstrated in Table IV-70: Comparison of Impacts Under the Project to Impacts
Under the Project Alternatives, the Draft EIR analyzes several alternatives that substantially lessen one or
more environmental effects of the Project. In doing so, the Draft EIR’s alternatives analysis complies
with CEQA.

Last, the commenter offers to provide plans that satisfy the objectives of the Project and avoids significant
impacts. This portion of the comment provides an opinion with no supporting evidence. This comment is
noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Comment No. 09-79

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

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

Given the presence of multiple buildings in the area built at less than a 3:1 FAR, some of them quite
recent, the DEIR must provide financial data to support its finding of infeasibility. Financial data is
critical to evaluate whether an alternative is truly infeasible or merely less profitable, since CEQA does
not permit an alternative to be rejected on profitability grounds. See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181 ("The fact that an alternative may be ... less profitable is
not sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infeasible."). The DEIR must provide specific
evidence to support its finding of infeasibility. For example, in vacating an inadequate EIR and requiring
the University of California to re-start the CEQA process, the Court stated that the University must
"explain in meaningful detail in a new EIR a range of alternatives to the project and, if [found] to be
infeasible, the reasons and facts that...support its conclusion." Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.
Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 406. In short, the DEIR's statement that
anything less than 3:1 would be infeasible is completely conclusory, and must be supported with specific
evidence and financial information.
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Response to Comment No. 09-79

Generally, the comment states that the Draft EIR has not shown that a further reduced FAR alternative is
infeasible, and claims that the Draft EIR improperly rejected an alternative that was lower density than
the 3:1 FAR alternative analyzed in the Draft EIR. CEQA allows the Lead Agency to consider and reject
certain alternatives. Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines clearly states “an EIR need not consider
every conceivable alternative to the project.” In addition, Section 15126.6(d) provides that an EIR can
“identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as infeasible during
the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the Lead Agency’s determination.” Here,
the Draft EIR complied exactly with these CEQA requirements. The Alternatives section (page VI-7) of
the Draft EIR explains that a less-than-3:1 FAR alternative was rejected from detailed review in the Draft
EIR because such an alternative fails to meet the project objectives, is not considered economically
feasible, and would not result in viable reuse of the Project Site.

The comment also asserts that the Draft EIR range of alternatives is far from reasonable, and then
demands that the Draft EIR evaluate a significantly reduced Project. While an EIR must describe a range
of reasonable alternatives to the Project, it is not required to discuss every alternative to the Project.
Instead, an EIR should present a “reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives.” 14 Cal Code
Regs §15126.6(a). The CEQA Guidelines do not establish ironclad rules relating to the range of
alternatives to be discussed in an EIR. Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d
553, 576. Rather, the nature and scope of the alternatives studied in an EIR is governed by the rule of
reason. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(a). Under the rule of reason, an EIR need discuss only those
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(f). See California Native
Plant Soc'y v City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 CA4th 957. Here, the Draft EIR analyzed five alternatives
not including the No Project Alternative. The alternatives included two reduced density alternatives
(4.5:1 and 3:1 FAR), a reduced height alternative, and two land use alternatives. The Draft EIR provides
over 150 pages of analysis for these alternatives. In doing so, the Draft EIR has provided the decision
makers with a diverse set of alternatives that allow for a reasoned choice between densities, heights, and
land uses. The Draft EIR’s range of alternatives is reasonable.

Next, the comment states that the Draft EIR’s analysis of alternatives is not supported by substantial
evidence. Specifically, the comment asserts that the Draft EIR must provide financial data to support a
finding of economic infeasibility. The comment cites to the Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.
Regents of the University of California to support this claim. This claim, however, is misplaced and not
supported by case law. In fact, in 2012 the Court of Appeal of California held that there is no requirement
that the economic feasibility analysis be included in a Final EIR — much less a Draft EIR — so long as it
was included in the administrative record. See The Flanders Foundation v. City of Carmel-By-The-Sea et
al. (2012) 202 Cal.App. 4th 603, 619. In the Flanders case, the plaintiff asserted that the City was
required to place the economic feasibility analysis in the Draft EIR rather than elsewhere in the
administrative record. This is the same position taken by the comment. The court in Flanders, however,
explained that the plaintiff’s reliance on Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376 was misplaced because financial feasibility evidence was
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ultimately available for review before final consideration of the project. Therefore, it is clear that
economic feasibility evidence is not required to be in the Draft EIR, as asserted in the comment. Here,
the administrative record for the Project will contain adequate financial feasibility evidence regarding
Project Alternatives prior to final consideration of the Project by the decision makers.

Finally, the comment claims that the Draft EIR’s statement that anything less than a 3:1- reduced-density
alternative is infeasible is completely conclusory and unsupported by evidence. As explained above, the
Draft EIR explains why a further-reduced-density alternative was rejected. In addition, the Draft EIR
fully evaluates six alternatives to the Project that include varying uses, densities, and sizes of buildings to
determine whether those alternatives satisfy the objectives of the Project, reduce environmental impacts,
and are feasible. Therefore, the alternatives rejected from further consideration in the Draft EIR, as well
as the range of alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR, comply with applicable CEQA requirements.

Comment No. 09-80

3. The DEIR Must Include Footprint-Based Alternatives.

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

Response to Comment No. 09-80

As stated above in Response to Comments Nos. 09-12, 09-15, and 09-53, the commenter is offering their
opinion that the Project would create significant impacts without any justifications for their claim. Please
refer to Response to Comments Nos. 09-12, 09-15, and 09-53 (AMDA) above for additional information.
With regard to the comment that the Project must incorporate an additional alternative that looks at a
revised footprint area, the Project adequately proposes and studies a reasonable range of alternatives, as
discussed above. While an EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, it is not
required to discuss every alternative to the Project. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 09-77, 09-
78, and 09-79 (AMDA) above for more information.
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Comment No. 09-81

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

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

Response to Comment No. 09-81

Please see Response to Comment Nos. 09-77, 09-78, and 09-79 (AMDA) above for more information on
the analysis of Project Alternatives. The commenter provides an opinion on the Alternatives and does not
discuss the adequacy of specific Alternatives. These comments will be forwarded the decision makers for
their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 09-82

1. CONCLUSION.

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

Once again, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR.

Response to Comment No. 09-82

This comment is a conclusion statement to their letter. The Draft EIR does not need to be revised and
recirculated. The comment is noted for the records and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies.
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LETTER NO. 10 - BEACHWOOD CANYON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

Fran Reichenbach
President, Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Association

November 1, 2012

Comment No. 10-1

We respectfully request an extension of public comments regarding the Millennium DEIR. This report
took a long time to construct with various professionals involved. It’s not realistic to ask the average
citizens to study and present meaningful comments on this huge proposal within a matter of weeks. Also,
before and during the holidays, people have many family events and needs that compete for their
attention.

Neighborhood Councils are breaking in new boards. Many neighborhood organizations, including ours,
don’t even have meetings during the holiday season. With NCs and neighborhood organizations dark or
unprepared to do the kind of work necessary to appropriately respond to this EIR, it’s only reasonable to
grant our request for an extension of time within which to respond to this huge and dense EIR.

We are formally requesting the fullest extension possible under article 15105 of CEQA guidelines, to
December 25. Since that falls on Christmas, we suggest that you extend the deadline until the second
week of the New Year, when all parties are likely to be able to more completely address this project.

While developers of this project are requesting all kinds of entitlements, it would be a demonstration of
profound public courtesy for you to grant an extension up to and through the second week of the New
Year 2013.

Response to Comment No. 10-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 11 - GREATER GRIFFITH PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL

Linda Demmers
President, Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council

November 21, 2012

Comment No. 11-1

The Greater Griffith Park Neighborhood Council respectfully requests an extension of the period for
public comment regarding the Millennium DEIR. The report is voluminous and took a long time to
construct with professionals. It is unrealistic to ask average citizens to study and present constructive
comments in such a short amount of time.

It is before and during Holiday Season, and with a newly seated board and executive committee, we are
unprepared to respond in a responsible manner. We are therefore requesting the longest time possible,
until after the Holidays to January 16, 2013. Under article 15105 of CEQA guidelines, the latest deadline
would be December 25, 2012 obviously an unrealistic time.

This project has so many entitlements that your Department should extend the courtesy to the public so
they can do their due diligence to help make this project a welcome addition to the city.

Response to Comment No. 11-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration

Comment No. 11-2

The GGPNC requests that the Millennium Project and DEIR applicant apply all applicable provisions
from the Hollywood Community Plan and Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), adopted June 19,
2012 by the Los Angeles City Council, to this project and DEIR. Those provisions are expressed in the
goals, policies and programs, standards, and guidelines found in Chapters 1 through 7 of the Hollywood
Community Plan and the Final Environmental Impact Report, including mitigation measures.

Response to Comment No. 11-2

The Project’s consistency with the applicable goals and policies of the Hollywood Community Plan
Update is shown in Table IV.F-4, of the Draft EIR. Not every goal, policy, program, standard or
guideline is applicable to a private development, such as the Project. Some of these are instead applicable
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and directed to overall City and government-controlled planning and policy-making. The comment does
not point to a specific goal or policy that the Project has left out or would be inconsistent.

In addition, the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR for the Hollywood Community Plan
Update are applicable to overall City and government-controlled planning and policy-making. Project-
specific mitigation measures designed to minimize, reduce, or avoid Project-related impacts are included
in the Project’s Draft EIR.

Comment No. 11-3

We also recommend the development fees to be part of the Nexus Study provided for in the
implementation program of the Hollywood Community Plan.

Response to Comment No. 11-3

The Project includes a number of mitigation measures related to traffic, including Mitigation Measure
K.1-13 (which has been revised to Mitigation Measure K.1-13 due to the addition of new mitigation
measure K.1-4, as described in Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR), in which the
Project Applicant shall be responsible for the cost and improvements of any necessary signal
improvements and mitigation measures.

The commenter is likely referring to the plan to fund a nexus study to establish trip fees on new
development to finance regional mobility improvements. The Community Plan Update became effective
on August 6, 2012. Any proposed nexus study fees would apply to future projects. Any fees that would
apply to this Project would depend on the provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and the nexus
study, as well as determinations by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation.

Comment No. 11-4

Once again, we respectfully request an extension for public comment to January 16, 2013.

Response to Comment No. 11-4

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 12 - HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSOCIATION (#1)

Whitley Heights
Hollywood Dell Civic Association

December 6, 2012

Comment No. 12-1

Title: From The Hollywood Dell

Details: Please spread the word to your communities.
Thank you!

Hollywood Dell Civic Association
Neighborhood News & Upcoming Events

Dear neighbors, as most of you know there is a very large proposed project called the Millennium Project
right at the base of our neighborhood surrounding the Capitol Records building.

I believe this project will effect our Dell neighborhood more than any other neighborhood since it is right
at our two main entrances. There is a special meeting at HUNC (Hollywood United Neighborhood
Council) this Thursday. It would be great if we could attend in full force!
Please attend if you can!

Special Board Meeting for review of Millennium Project
Special Board Meeting and PLUM Committee Presentation

Thursday December 6th, 2012; 7:00pm
Seventh-day Adventist Church of Hollywood, 1711 N Van Ness Ave, Hollywood, CA 90028

(On site parking available within the Church compound)

(Whitley Heights NC (Hollywood Hills West NC) and HHWNC Plum Committee rejected The
Millennium Skyscraper Projects.)

Response to Comment No. 12-1

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.
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LETTER NO. 13 - HOLLYWOOD DELL CIVIC ASSOCIATION (#2)

Patti Negri
President, Hollywood Dell Civic Association

December 6, 2012

Comment No. 13-1

We are writing to request an extension of the Public Review/Comment Period for the Millennium Draft
Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") until January 31, 2013.

The Hollywood Dell Community Association, representing approximately 1,500 residents in the
Hollywood Dell neighborhood, and in concert with other Community Associations and Councils in the
Hollywood area, is in the process of reviewing the recently released DEIR. This two-volume report, the
work product of paid professional architects, draftsmen, consultants, attorneys, investors, and city staff
that took over 2- years to research and develop, is dense, technical, filled with complex calculations and
numerous acronyms and references that require multi-page appendices and cross referencing on the slow
responding City Planning and Zoning web site.

We are not professional planners, but are concerned residents and business owners located within 500' of
the proposed development who need additional time to properly review the DEIR. Many residents are
away for the Holidays, others have escalated work schedules, and some neighborhood councils do not
have scheduled meetings until after the first of the year while others are trying to get up to speed after
recent officer elections.

No project in Hollywood is more ambitious, larger or likely to create indelible change to our Community
than the Millennium development. We want that change to be positive. We want and need sound
development in Hollywood which demands adequate time to review a DEIR of this magnitude.

We trust that the City will grant an extension of the public comment period to the DEIR as requested to
January 31, 2013. It will allow us to comment proactively and help us guide the Millennium Project to be
one we can all support, use and point to with pride.

Response to Comment No. 13-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 14 - HOLLYWOOD HERITAGE

Bryan Cooper
President, Hollywood Heritage, Inc.
P.O. Box 2586, Hollywood, CA 90078

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 14-1

The Board of Directors of Hollywood Heritage, its Preservation Issues Committee and its members, thank
you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Millennium Hollywood Project, and the
accompanying Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

For three decades Hollywood Heritage has been an advocate of the preservation and protection of
Hollywood's historic resources. We support the goal of preserving what is most significant in Hollywood,
while encouraging responsible new and infill development. Our organization has nominated many of the
current Historic Cultural Monuments, listed the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment
District in the National Register of Historic Places at the national level of significance, provided technical
assistance to developers and owners of significant properties, and participated in public policy discussions
through the formulation of the Community Redevelopment Plan of 1986 and subsequent urban design
plans, specific plans and in property entitlement discussion involving historic resources. These efforts
have resulted in the rehabilitation of significant landmarks and districts in Hollywood.

Response to Comment No. 14-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy
of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.

Comment No. 14-2

Our expertise in this area has led us to the conclusion that the Millennium Hollywood project has
significant and adverse impacts on a number of Hollywood's historic resources.

CEQA guidelines define a project as having a significant environmental impact when the project causes a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined by the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15064. The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide
(2006, p. D.3-3) maintains that a project would have a significant impact on historic resources if the
project results in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource by construction
that reduces the integrity or significance of important resources on the site or in the vicinity via alteration
of the resource's immediate surroundings.
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Response to Comment No. 14-2

The commenter references the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide and provisions of CEQA. It
should be noted that these same legal provisions and requirements, among others, were used to prepare
the Historic Resources Report and Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR. Based on the
detailed analysis in those documents, the Project does not have a significant impact on any on-site or off-
site historic resources. Please see Response to Comment No. 19-3 (Los Angeles Conservancy), which
explains why the historic resources on and around the Project Site are not materially impaired.

Comment No. 14-3

We appreciate some of the mitigation measures designed to preserve the historic Capitol Records and
Gogerty Building, however we believe that the proposed project would substantively alter the context in
which these buildings gained their significance by compromising the immediate surroundings. Portions
of the project are grossly out of proportion with the identified resources, thereby minimizing them and
irretrievably altering their setting. Additionally, while we applaud the inclusion of open space, the current
design significantly challenges the pedestrian environment of Hollywood. Like many previous
developments, it draws pedestrians away from the street and irrevocably alters the historic street wall
along Vine and Argyle.

Response to Comment No. 14-3

It is noted that the commenter appreciates the mitigations measures that will preserve the Capitol Record
Building and the Gogerty Building. The commenter is correct that the Project allows for a scale of new
development that is significantly larger than existing buildings in the immediately surrounding area. See
Responses to Comments No. 19-3 and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), which explain why the
difference in scale between the Project and existing historic resources does not trigger a significant
impact.

To summarize, the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project has the potential to add considerable height
and density, and that the surroundings will be altered. Alteration of the surroundings, however, will not
reduce the integrity of historic resources such that their eligibility for listing in national, state, or local
registers will be impaired. In addition, Section 6.2: Impact Analysis Using Los Angeles CEQA
thresholds in the Historic Resources Report, specifically analyzes the Project’s potential impacts on the
surrounding historic resources and specifically assesses the height differences between existing resources
and the Project structures. It concludes that impacts are less than significant and that the Project will not
materially impair the historic significance of any resource on the Project Site or in the area.

Next, the commenter applauds the Project’s grade level open space, but then criticizes its design as
challenging the pedestrian environment. As explained in the project description contained in the Draft
EIR, the Project will transform existing parking lots into a mixed-use development that incorporates
grade-level public plazas, pedestrian passage ways, amenities, and commercial uses (where none

Millennium Hollywood Project 111.B Responses to Comments — Individual Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page I11.B-119



City of Los Angeles February 2013

currently exist) that enliven the street scene and pedestrian environment at the Project Site. The Project is
designed to provide uses and activity that will attract pedestrians into the area, especially along
Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. Similarly, the Project Site is located very close to the Metro Red
Line Hollywood/Vine Station, which will also encourage a vibrant pedestrian environment compared to
the existing conditions. The Project seeks to be pedestrian friendly, not challenge the pedestrian
environment. Lastly, it should be noted that the street walls along Vine Street and Argyle Avenue that are
nearest to Hollywood Boulevard are not part of the Project Site.

Comment No. 14-4

We also find the current version of the Millennium Hollywood Draft EIR to be deficient in its assessment
that the project would not cause an adverse change in significance for the Hollywood Boulevard
Commercial and Entertainment Historic District.

The heart of Hollywood is listed in the National Register of Historic Places and functions as one of the
City of Los Angeles' major tourist destinations and economic engines. The Hollywood Boulevard
Commercial and Entertainment Historic District is a 12 block area of the commercial core. The district
contains 103 of the most important buildings in Hollywood, listed at the national level of significance in
the National Register of Historic Places. The development pattern of the 1920s and 1930s was
characterized by the construction of buildings of generally 12 stories at major intersections, flanked by
one and two story retail structures.

The District was formally designated by the National Park Service on behalf of the Secretary of the
Interior in 1985. At the time, there were over 60 contributors and approximately 40 non-contributors
which all dated from the 1905-1935 period of significance. Since its listing, the District has seen
significant and positive restorations, now having the largest collection of restored historic theaters in use
in the nation. The District can count the beneficial reuse of the Broadway and Equitable Buildings, the
Hollywood Professional Building, and the Nash Building, and many restorations, spurring the renaissance
of Hollywood. But the District has suffered the loss of several contributors, and has seen the addition of
overly-large developments such as Hollywood and Highland, the W Hotel and Madame Tussaud's.

Response to Comment No. 14-4

The commenter claims that the Draft EIR is deficient regarding the Project’s impact on the Hollywood
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District. To be adequate, the Draft EIR must support its
significance conclusions with substantial evidence. In this case, the Cultural Resources section of the
Draft EIR is supported by the Historic Resources Report, which is considered substantial evidence.

The remainder of the comment describes the history and contributors to the Hollywood Boulevard
Commercial and Entertainment District. It should be noted that the Historic Resources Report and the
Draft EIR provide a detailed analysis of the Project’s potential impacts on the Hollywood Boulevard
Commercial and Entertainment District.
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The last sentence of the commenter is related to other projects in the area and is not a comment on the
adequacy or analysis contained in the Draft EIR and thus does not require a response. For additional
information on potential impacts on historic resources, please see the Cultural Resources Topical
Response (Topical Response No. 4).

Comment No. 14-5

The current Millennium Hollywood project fails to significantly address the negative impact created by
the mass and height of the proposed development in regards to the existing structures in the vicinity. This
will be the largest tower in the area and will be visible throughout the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial
and Entertainment District, irrevocably altering the character of this national landmark. In addition, while
creating opportunities to see landmarks such as the Hollywood Sign from areas within the development,
the project fails to address the fact that these new view lines will alter views that have, to date been
publicly available.

Response to Comment No. 14-5

The commenter is incorrect. The Draft EIR for the Project adequately analyzes the potentially adverse
impacts related to the Project, including impacts related to mass and height of the Project compared to
existing conditions. The Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that the Project has the potential to add
considerable height and density, and that the immediate surroundings of the on-site and adjacent historic
resources will be altered. Alteration of the surrounding area however will not critically reduce the
integrity of surrounding historic resources such that their eligibility for listing in national, state, or local
registers will be impaired.

The commenter is correct in asserting that the Project could be the largest tower in the area and would be
highly visible in the surrounding area. As noted above, however, and in the responses to Comment Letter
No. 19, the Draft EIR analyzed the potential visual impacts and cultural impacts (among many others) of
the Project. Those sections of the Draft EIR are supported by technical studies. Based on the evidence in
the administrative record, it is clear that the Project will not have a significant unavoidable impact on
historic resources on the Project Site or in the adjacent Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and
Entertainment District.

The commenter is incorrect in claiming that the Draft EIR fails to address the new view lines that could
potentially alter views of the Hollywood Sign or other value viewsheds in the area. The Draft EIR
provides an extensive analysis of focal and panoramic viewshed impacts. It also contains numerous
photo-simulations that illustrate exactly how views could change after development of the Project. The
Draft EIR is also supported by an Aesthetics Impact Report, which further assesses viewshed impacts.
Please see those sections of the Draft EIR, the referenced technical studies, and the Cultural Resource and
Aesthetics Topical Responses for additional information.
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Comment No. 14-6

In the "Related Projects" section of the DEIR, which compares this project with other projects nearby,
unapproved, proposed developments are used alongside existing structures, allowing the square footage
increase that this project suggests to be seen as more reasonable. However, the structures included on the
comparative chart are all less than one-third the size of the proposed Millennium tower. The only project
that is as large is the proposed redevelopment of the Paramount Studios Lot. At 1,385,700 sq. ft., the
Paramount Lot is a much larger property and does not have any single building of a comparative height as
proposed by Millennium. We believe that the addition of the proposed tower(s) will overwhelm
contributing properties in the district and the proposed "separation” of new and old construction is simply
not an adequate mitigation measure.

Response to Comment No. 14-6

It should be noted that the Related Projects List contained in the Draft EIR was included to analyze
potential cumulative impacts. Accordingly, the list should include all past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects that could have cumulative impacts when considered together with the Project. As
required by CEQA, the intent of this analysis is to include unapproved, proposed and existing projects
(that are not overly speculative) to provide a conservative cumulative analysis. The commenter is
suggesting that the Draft EIR uses this approach to make the Project seem more reasonable, when it fact
the approach is mandated by CEQA and actually is more conservative than limiting the Related Projects
List as the commenter seems to propose.

The Related Projects List is included in Table I1I-1, Related Projects List, of the Draft EIR. The list was
based on consultation with the LADOT database of projects in the area, traffic reports for individual
projects, and other sources, as listed in the Notes to Table III-1. The list was based on known and
foreseeable projects at the time the Notice of Preparation for the Project was prepared. The Related
Projects List included related projects as far west as La Brea Avenue, as far east as Western Avenue, as
far south as Melrose Avenue, as well as many related projects along Hollywood Boulevard in the vicinity
of the Project Site.

The portion of the comment regarding the characteristics of the Paramount Studios project does not
challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, and thus does not require a
response here. Regarding the scale and massing of the Project, please see Response to Comment No. 14-
5 (Hollywood Heritage) above, Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and
the Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources.

Comment No. 14-7

Hollywood Heritage appreciates the efforts of the project's developers and will work diligently with them
to ensure the preservation and protection of all of Hollywood's historic resources. Please feel free to
contact us at (323) 874-4005 should you have any questions.
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Response to Comment No. 14-7

The comment is a conclusion statement and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As
such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 15 - HOLLYWOOD UNITED NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL (#1)

Susan Swan

President, Hollywood United Neighborhood Council
Certified Council #52

P.O. Box 3272, Los Angeles, CA 90078

November 30, 2012

Comment No. 15-1

The Board of the Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (HUNC) voted 10-0 at its regularly
scheduled meeting on Monday, November 19, 2012 to formally request an extension on the review period
for the Millennium project in our area. While we have been tracking this development for years, the
timing of the release of the DEIR right before the start of the holiday season has not allowed us as much
time as we feel is needed to properly analyze and comment on a project of this size and impact. We join
with numerous other community organizations to ask that the December 10, 2012 deadline be extended
by an additional 30 or 45 days.

HUNC only just received the DEIR, which is sizable in length and heavy on details, in early November.
While we were able to convene one meeting of our Planning & Land Use Committee to hear a
presentation from the developer on the proposal, many questions remain among our committee members
and the public.

Response to Comment No. 15-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration

Comment No. 15-2

Also, as noted by the Hollywood Dell Civic Association and others, it is very difficult to respond to a
project that does not include a specific proposal, but instead a matrix of options that range between FARs
of 4.5 to 6. HUNC has gone on record opposing any kind of skyscraper, and would prefer lower heights
generally.

Response to Comment No. 15-2

The comment states that it is difficult to respond to an EIR that does not include a specific proposal. It
should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes the Project according to the uses and design permitted in the
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Development Regulations. The Development Regulations, in conjunction with the components of the
Project explained in the Project Description section of the Draft EIR, provide an adequate level of detail
to perform an analysis of the Project’s potential environmental impacts. Moreover, the comment does not
challenge the adequacy of the Draft EIR, thus the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The comment then goes on
to oppose the Project as a whole, which is also noted for the record.

Comment No. 15-3

Reference was made at our Board meeting by a Millennium representative to certain undetermined
community benefits, but these are to be negotiated between the developer and the City, which makes it
difficult for our Board to see what the final package might be for the project. We are underwhelmed by
what we have heard so far, showers for bike riders for example, and curious whether the City will ask for
tangible improvements that will help mitigate not just the impact that the project will have on the
intersections deemed by a traffic consultant to be impacted, but more generally across Hollywood to help
improve overall vehicle mobility.

Response to Comment No. 15-3

As noted in the Draft EIR, the community benefits associated with the Project will be included in a
Development Agreement and the project design features. In addition, the Draft EIR contains a
comprehensive traffic analysis in Section IV.K..2 Transportation and Parking that discloses the Project
potential impacts related to traffic, circulation, and vehicle mobility. Otherwise, this comment does not
challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather suggests mitigation measures
that could be considered for the Project. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for
their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 15-4

Our Board is holding a special meeting, in conjunction with our PLUM Committee, on December 6 to
further discuss the issues around this project and prepare a list of issues we would like to see the Planning
Department address before Millennium goes before the City Council. Given how long we have waited to
engage in this conversation and how incomplete and at the same time overwhelming the information
about this project is, we ask for an extended Public Comment period until mid- to late January so that we
and other interested community groups can fully consider the potential impacts to local small businesses
and residents.

Response to Comment No. 15-4

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.
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The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Millennium Hollywood Project 111.B Responses to Comments — Individual Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 111.B-126



City of Los Angeles February 2013

LETTER NO. 16 - HOLLYWOOD UNITED NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL (#2)

Susan Swan

President, Hollywood United Neighborhood Council
Certified Council #52

P.O. Box 3272, Los Angeles, CA 90078

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 16-1

On December 6, 2012, at a special joint meeting of its PLUM Committee and Board, HUNC voted 9-0-2,
with input from a number of different community groups and dozens of individual stakeholders, to
request that the following suggestions be considered as part of the consideration of the DEIR for the
Hollywood Millennium Project, which is located within our area:

Response to Comment No. 16-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 16-2

1) Consider a new expanded traffic study, to be paid for by HUNC and the community, which will cover
all of the different neighborhoods impacted by the project, from the Hollywood Dell and the rest of the
Hollywood Hills east to Western Avenue.

Response to Comment No. 16-2

With regard to conducting an independent traffic study, the Project’s Traffic Study was conducted
pursuant to the standards and procedures required by and approved by the Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT), as defined in the Memorandum of Understanding, included as Appendix A to
the Traffic Study. The Traffic Study concluded that there would be significant and unavoidable
operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also cumulative impacts at five study
intersections. The Traffic Study and subsequent letter from the LADOT dated August 16, 2012, and
included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft EIR, included Project requirements as mitigation measures to
fully or partially reduce impacts. The study area of the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR is adequate.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead
agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information
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requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. (See CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204).

Comment No. 16-3

2) Reject the variance to increase the FAR for the project from 4.5 to 6. HUNC has long been opposed to
allowing high rises in the greater Hollywood area. The new Hollywood Community Plan has height
limits along the Vine corridor, among other area. There also has been a recent proposal before City
Council for general heights limits across Hollywood (see motion Garcetti-LaBonge).

Response to Comment No. 16-3

Please refer to Response to Comment 59-14 (Jordon, David) with regard to the requested increase in FAR
from 4.5 to 6. In addition, please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information
regarding views corridors. With respect to heights, in should be noted that the Project Site does not have
a height limitation pursuant to the existing zoning. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project would
implement a mixed-use development consisting of modern, yet architecturally varied, urban structures
that are consistent in use and character to the surrounding urban aesthetics environment.

Comment No. 16-4

3) Support expenditure of roughly $5 Million in Quimby fees for parks all around the vicinity of the
project, including the lot in development at Ivar and Franklin, the Gateway to Hollywood monument on
Cahuenga and the Hollywood Freeway Cap Park.

Response to Comment No. 16-4

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather
suggests where Quimby monies should be distributed. These comments will be forwarded to the decision
makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Additionally, according to Section IV.J.4, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the
City imposes Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC
Section 21.10.3, respectively, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset
potential project and cumulative environmental impacts. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 59-24
(Jordon, David) for additional information.

Comment No. 16-5

4) Require that infrastructure improvements (sidewalks, lighting, etc.) be done around the various
intersections near the project, including Franklin and Vine, Ivar and Yucca, and Yucca and Argyle. This
should also include new pedestrian improvements, including the north side of Franklin and at intersection
with Argyle.

Millennium Hollywood Project 111.B Responses to Comments — Individual Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 111.B-128



City of Los Angeles February 2013

Response to Comment No. 16-5

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
However, the Draft EIR does include some mitigation measures that address infrastructure improvements,
e.g. Mitigation Measure K.1-7 Transit Enhancements (which has been revised to Mitigation Measure K.1-
8 due to the addition of new mitigation measure K.1-4, as described in Section IV, Corrections and
Additions to the Draft EIR).

Comment No. 16-6

5) Support for a right turn lane at the intersection of Cahuenga and Franklin (northbound traffic), as
proposed by developer.

Response to Comment No. 16-6

This comment expresses support for a right turn lane at the intersection of Cahuenga and Franklin
(northbound traffic). However, the northbound right turn lane proposed by the Project was rejected by
City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation due to the potential loss of on-street parking spaces.
Instead, other mitigation measures were proposed and accepted by LADOT and other City agencies to
mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection. For example, Mitigation Measures K.1-5
through K.1-11 (which have been revised, due to the addition of new mitigation measure K.1-4, as
described in Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR) include a Transportation Demand
Management program, transit enhancements, a contribution to the Bike Plan Trust Fund, and Traffic
Signal System Upgrades, all of which will help to reduce Project traffic impacts.

Comment No. 16-7

6) Oppose variance for reducing parking for health club from 10 spaces for every 1,000 ft* to 2 spaces for
every 1,000 ft*. The nearby Gold's Gym has severe parking problems and usage would likely be at a level
greater than 2 spaces for every 1,000 ft*.

Response to Comment No. 16-7

This comment expresses opposition to a variance for reduced parking for the proposed health club.
Section IV.K.2, Transportation — Parking, of the Draft EIR, discusses and analyzes the variance for fitness
center/sports club use. For example, see pages [V.K.2-23 through IV.K.2-24 of the Draft EIR.
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Comment No. 16-8

7) Support fixes proposed for Argyle/Franklin at 101/DOT connection. Have Hollywood Dell and HUNC
representatives included in all future discussions about specifics as we are stakeholders of both local and
State governments and can serve as a bridge.

Response to Comment No. 16-8

This comment supports fixes proposed for the Argyle/Franklin at 101/DOT connection and recommends
Hollywood Dell and HUNC representatives be included in all future discussions with local and State
governments. The proposed enhancements for the Argyle/Franklin at 101/DOT connection are identified
in Mitigation Measure K.1-10 on pages [-94 and IV.K.1-58 of the Draft EIR (and revised to Mitigation
Measure K.1-11 to accommodate a new Mitigation Measure K.1-4, as described in Section IV,
Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded
to the decision makers for their consideration.

Comment No. 16-9

8) Limit the number and size of concerts to be held outdoors at facility and coordinate all proposed events
through CD13 Hollywood Boulevard Street Closure Committee to ensure proper notification and minimal
disruption to local traffic patterns.

Response to Comment No. 16-9

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather
suggests the overall size of concerts to be held at the Project Site. These comments will be forwarded to
the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 16-10

9) Require that developers pay for left turn signals for all directions of the intersection of Hollywood and
Vine that do not have them now as a general traffic mitigation. This intersection has been listed as one of
two that will be impacted within the first five years.

Response to Comment No. 16-10

This comment suggests that developers be required to pay for left turn signals for all directions of the
intersection of Hollywood and Vine. However, the mitigation measure recommended by the commenter
would not address Project traffic impacts. The left-turn phases would require signal time and thereby
decrease the phase length and capacity for other movements. Signal System Upgrades, the funding or
implementation of which is recommended as Mitigation Measure K.1-9 on page 1V.K.1-58 of the Draft
EIR (and revised to Mitigation Measure K.1-10 to accommodate a new Mitigation Measure K.1-4, as
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described in Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR) will increase the capacity for all
intersection users.

Comment No. 16-11

10) Return a portion of the nearly $6 Million in additional General Fund revenue expected to be generated
by the project to the Hollywood Community to pay for additional police and fire services that will be
needed by the new residents of the project.

Response to Comment No. 16-11

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes the potential impacts on police and fire services in Section
IV.J.1, Public Services. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project’s potential impacts on such services
will be less than significant. Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact
analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather suggests where General Fund revenue should be distributed. These
comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is
required.

Comment No. 16-12

11) Oppose the waiver of D limitation status for the parcels proposed for development to ensure that, even
though the CRA is defunct, there will still be a review of how the project would impact the Hollywood
redevelopment zone area. Section V 506.2.1 of the CRA Hollywood Community Redevelopment Plan,
under the title of "Hollywood Boulevard District," states that:

"The objectives of the District are to: ..... 2} Assure that new development is sympathetic to and
complements the existing scale of development."”

Response to Comment No. 16-12

The comment opposes the waiver of the existing “D” development limitation on the Project Site. As
discussed in the Draft EIR, the Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the
construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. Development of the
Project would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to
the Capitol Records Complex, which would be retained as part of the Project. Please refer to Response
to Comment No. 81-9 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information.

In response to the commenter’s statement that the Draft EIR should analyze how the Project would impact
the now defunct Hollywood Redevelopment Plan, please refer to Page IV.G-48 of Section 1V.G, Land
Use, of the Draft EIR for a full discussion of the Project’s consistency with the Hollywood
Redevelopment Plan and its consistency with the existing scale of surrounding development.
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Comment No. 16-13

12) The height of the new towers could be nearly as high comparatively as the downtown skyline and
more than twice as tall as any existing structure in Hollywood. This would largely obscure the view of
the Hollywood sign, a historic resource, which needs to be addressed. Section V 506.2.2 of the CRA
Hollywood Community Redevelopment Plan, under the title of "Hollywood Core Transition District,"
states that properties along Hollywood Boulevard, which is deemed to be a hillside/flats transition area:

"shall be given special consideration due to the low density of the adjacent residential areas. The
objective of this District is to provide for a transition in the scale and intensity of development between
Regional Center Commercial uses and residential neighborhoods. The Agency shall review all building
permits in this District to ensure that circulation patterns, landscaping, parking and scale of new
construction is not detrimental to the adjacent residential neighborhoods. Development guidelines shall
be prepared for this District to ensure that new development is compatible with adjacent residential
areas."

Response to Comment No. 16-13

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views, including views of the

Hollywood Sign.
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LETTER NO. 17 - HOLLYWOODLAND HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION (#1)

Sarajane Schwartz
President, Hollywoodland Homeowners Association
2700 N Beachwood Drive, Los Angeles, CA. 90068

December 8, 2012

Comment No. 17-1

I am president of the Hollywoodland Homeowners Association, and we are writing to strongly urge you
to extend the Public Review/Comment Period for the Millennium Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) until January 31st 2013. We join the many other HOAs, neighborhood councils, and other
organizations in asking for this extension.

This two tower major project, unprecedented in its size and scope in the history of Hollywood, will
forever change the very character and nature of Hollywood in irreparable ways. It is therefore a very
reasonable request to give our community adequate time to study this very large and complicated two
volume report that has taken years to put together.

Hollywoodland , consisting of almost 600 homes, sits at the foot of the Hollywood Sign for which it was
built. It was the first canyon development in Los Angeles, and we’ll be celebrating our 90th anniversary
in 2013. We have witnessed a lot of history in Hollywood, and have waited for decades for its proper
revitalization. Surely the parties involved in this development can wait a few additional weeks to make
sure things are done properly.

Response to Comment No. 17-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

Comment No. 17-2

We have many concerns regarding this project—the major one being the most important consideration for
any development — safety. For example, Millennium borders and greatly impacts the “very high fire
hazard zone” in which Hollywoodland is located. Apart from the acute problem of slow response times of
emergency vehicles caused by already gridlocked streets in Hollywood that will become even more
congested with these skyscrapers, is the nightmare scenario of trying to evacuate our neighborhood or any
other area in the Hollywood Hills because of a fire on to these paralyzed streets. The results would be
catastrophic.
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Response to Comment No. 17-2

As discussed in Section IV.J.1 Public Services-Fire Protection of the Draft EIR, response times are not
the only factor involved in evaluating impacts to fire protection services. For example, the Project is
consistent with Fire Code Section 57.09.06, regarding distance to fire stations. As shown in Table IV.J.1-
1, Existing Fire Stations Serving the Project Site, the Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Fire Station 27,
which houses a truck company. The Project Site is 0.8 miles from LAFD Fire Station 82, which houses
an engine company. That is within a 1.5-mile radius and is thereby consistent with Fire Code Section
57.09.06.

The Project also incorporates a number of mitigation measures designed to ensure that impacts related to
fire protection services would be less than significant. These measures include submittal of the proposed
plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire
Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association standards and submittal of an
emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD that would include but not be limited to the
following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, location of
nearest hospitals, and fire departments. (See Mitigation Measures J.1-1 through J.1-7 on page 1V.J.1-18
of the Draft EIR for a complete list of fire protection services mitigation measures).

In regard to the potential for increased traffic impacting response times, increases in traffic attributable to
the Project would not greatly affect the ability of emergency vehicles being able to maneuver through
crowded intersections, as the LAFD has experience responding to emergencies in congested areas
throughout the City, through the use of lights/sirens, ability to direct traffic to the side of the road, and to
drive on the wrong side of the road, if necessary. Further, although there are significant traffic impacts,
the significant impacts are at limited locations and there is availability of alternative routes within the
street system in the area surrounding the Project Site. As such, impacts would be less than significant.

CEQA does not shift financial responsibility for the provision of adequate fire and emergency response
services to the Project Applicant. The City of Los Angeles has a constitutional obligation to provide
adequate fire protection services. Assuming the City continues to perform its obligations, there is no basis
to conclude that the Project will cause a substantial adverse effect on human beings.

Comment No. 17-3

In the end, one would hope that we all want the same thing—the successful redevelopment of Hollywood.
This is best achieved when all of the parties are able to work together. In order to facilitate this process
we need an extension of the public review/comment period on the DEIR. It is an extremely reasonable
request considering the scope of the project, the limited amount of time for us to study it and the
unfortunate holiday time of year. We hope that you will wisely and responsibly grant our request.
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Response to Comment No. 17-3

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.
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LETTER NO. 18 - HOLLYWOODLAND HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION (#2)

Sarajane Schwartz
President, Hollywoodland Homeowners Association
2700 N Beachwood Drive, Los Angeles, CA. 90068

December 9, 2012

Comment No. 18-1

The Hollywoodland Homeowners Association has already sent you a letter stating that the best course of
action for the Millennium Project would be to extend the DEIR public comment period to January 31,
2013. If that responsible decision is not made, and the deadline for review remains December 10, 2012,
we want to add our comments. This is a preliminary reaction as we have not had adequate time to
carefully study this very large document.

Response to Comment No. 18-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

Comment No. 18-2

Hollywood is a world famous location with aging and very limited infrastructure. It is an inappropriate
location for this unprecedented massive development that will permanently and negatively change the
very special character and nature of Hollywood.

Response to Comment No. 18-2

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential land use planning impacts, and infrastructure
capacity issues, associated with the location of the Project Site. Please see Sections IV.G, Land Use
Planning, and IV.L, Utilities and Service Systems for a detailed discussion of these topics. Otherwise, the
comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the
Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 18-3

The most important consideration for any project is safety, and because of this project’s location, traffic
cannot be separated from safety. Hollywood sits at the base of the Hollywood Hills that cuts off north and
south traffic. Franklin is the last artery to the north that runs east and west. This is just a block from this
project. Many of the canyon streets are cut off at the south by the Hollywood Freeway and dead end at
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Franklin Ave. Franklin is already gridlocked for miles several hours a day. To the south many of the
intersections and streets in Hollywood are already gridlocked with over capacity traffic. In addition the
vast majority of streets in Hollywood are quite narrow and extremely limited particularly when compared
to other areas that host skyscrapers. To approach the Millennium project from the northeast one has to
make two left turns. One is at Franklin and the other at Argyle.

Response to Comment No. 18-3

It should be noted that the Draft EIR contains a comprehensive discussion of potential traffic and public
safety impacts in Sections IV.K, Transportation and IV.J, Public Services. These section assess the
Project potential impacts given the existing conditions (including street and intersection capacities)
surrounding the Project Site. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 18-4

Hollywoodland sits in a vulnerable bottleneck surrounded by Griffith Park on three sides. Millennium
borders and greatly impacts this “very high fire hazard zone” of the Hollywood Hills in which
Hollywoodland is located. Apart from the acute problem of slow response times of emergency vehicles
caused by already gridlocked streets in Hollywood that will become even more congested with these
skyscrapers, is the nightmare scenario of trying to evacuate our neighborhood or any other area in the
Hollywood Hills because of a fire on to these paralyzed streets. The results would be catastrophic. This
is not a totally hypothetical situation with us. In Hollywoodland we have had dozens of homes destroyed
and damaged by fire. Several years ago, a resident died in a fire in his home because traffic impeded the
response time of LAFD. In recent years within a period of several months there was a fire behind the
Hollywood Sign and a major fire slightly to the east of us in Griffith Park. Just this year we had a fire in
our area on a fortunately no wind day. We do not want a worst case scenario of residents being burned in
their trapped cars while trying to escape. In addition, we have not even focused on the not unimportant
issue of how all of this traffic impacts quality of life.

We see no evidence that the traffic specifics mentioned in the DEIR adequately address these problems.

Response to Comment No. 18-4

As discussed in Section IV.J.1 Public Services-Fire Protection of the Draft EIR, response times are not
the only factor involved in evaluating impacts to fire protection services. For example, the Project is
consistent with Fire Code Section 57.09.06, regarding distance to fire stations. As shown in Table IV.J.1-
1, Existing Fire Stations Serving the Project Site, the Project Site is 0.7 miles from LAFD Fire Station 27,
which houses a truck company. The Project Site is 0.8 miles from LAFD Fire Station 82, which houses
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an engine company. That is within a 1.5-mile radius and is thereby consistent with Fire Code Section
57.09.06.

The Project also incorporates a number of mitigation measures designed to ensure that impacts related to
fire protection services would be less than significant. These measures include submittal of the proposed
plot plan for the Project to the LAFD for review for compliance with applicable Fire Code, California Fire
Code, City Building Code, and National Fire Protection Association standards and submittal of an
emergency response plan for approval by the LAFD that would include but not be limited to the
following: mapping of emergency exits, evacuation routes for vehicles and pedestrians, location of
nearest hospitals, and fire departments. (See Mitigation Measures J.1-1 through J.1-7 on page IV.J.1-18
of the Draft EIR for a complete list of fire protection services mitigation measures).

In regard to the potential for increased traffic impacting response times, increases in traffic attributable to
the Project would not greatly affect the ability of emergency vehicles being able to maneuver through
crowded intersections, as the LAFD has experience responding to emergencies in congested areas
throughout the City, through the use of lights/sirens, ability to direct traffic to the side of the road, and to
drive on the wrong side of the road, if necessary. Further, although there are significant traffic impacts,
the significant impacts are at limited locations and there is availability of alternative routes within the
street system in the area surrounding the Project Site. As such, impacts would be less than significant.

CEQA does not shift financial responsibility for the provision of adequate fire and emergency response
services to the Project Applicant. The City of Los Angeles has a constitutional obligation to provide
adequate fire protection services. Assuming the City continues to perform its obligations, there is no basis
to conclude that the Project will cause a substantial adverse effect on human beings.

The Draft EIR also includes mitigation measures with respect to traffic impacts. Despite mitigation
measures, the Draft EIR acknowledges that there will remain operational impacts at two intersections due
to the Project and at five intersections due to the Project with Cumulative impacts.

Comment No. 18-5

Utilities

We are concerned about the massive additional population this project will bring to Hollywood. The
utilities are aging and currently inadequate for the present levels of population. We are still rationing
water. Also with this added proposed load would our system be adequate to fight a large fire? We
currently lose power several times a year because of our antiquated power lines. Shouldn’t the current
infrastructure be updated to adequately deal with its current users before more are added?

We see nothing in the DEIR that mitigates these issues.
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Response to Comment No. 18-5

The comment expresses concern with aging utility infrastructure. With regard to water, the Project would
replace the existing on-site water system with new water lines configured in a looped system that would
be maintained and supplied by the LADWP via two connection points to the existing 12-inch LADWP
water main near Vine Street and Hollywood Boulevard. Additionally, according to Section IV.L.1, Water,
of the Draft EIR, the LADWP confirmed that the Project Site can be supplied with water from the
municipal system, as identified in Appendix IV.L.1, Water Supply Assessment. The Draft EIR then
confirms that all infrastructure improvements would be built to the LADWP and Los Angeles City
Plumbing Code standards.

With regard to Fire, please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-4 (Hollywoodland Homeowners
Association (#2)), above. The commenter also states that the existing power lines are aged. Although
this does not speak to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, according to Section IV.L.4, Energy Conservation,
of the Draft EIR, the Project projected annual electricity consumption would represent only
approximately 0.03 percent of the forecasted electricity consumption in 2020. As stated in the Draft EIR,
this is based on Los Angeles Department of Water and Power forecast that the annual electricity demand
will be 26,408 gigawatt-hours in 2020, compared to the Project energy demand that requires
approximately 8.024 gigawatt-hours in 2020.

Comment No. 18-6

Parking

Adequate parking is already an issue in Hollywood. This project adds to the problem. It will bring in
huge numbers of people. The vast majority of them will be using cars. Also, the project’s proximity to
mass transit will actually add to the capacity needed. If in the ‘fortunate’ case many of the project’s
residents decide to use mass transit — which by the way has not been the case so far with the buildings
already built by the metro—more parking spaces are needed—not less. Spaces are needed for the
residents’ cars that they’re leaving behind—they still will own cars—in addition to spaces needed for the
cars of those coming to visit, work, or shop in the area.

We see nothing in the details of the DEIR concerning parking that will adequately deal with the proper
capacity that will be needed.

Response to Comment No. 18-6

This comment expresses concern with respect to parking and asserts that the Draft EIR does not
adequately address parking capacity, specifically with respect to residential land uses within close
proximity to a Metro Station. A detailed parking analysis is provided in Section IV.K.2 Transportation —
Parking, of the Draft EIR. Also note that reserved spaces for residents are included in the shared parking
demand calculations.
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Comment No. 18-7

Hollywood’s Identity

Hollywood is one of the world’s most famous and unique cities and acts as a magnate for tourists while
being a home for its residents. Tourists come to view such sites as the Capitol Records Building that will
be overpowered by this project. They want to see Los Angeles’ most iconic symbol, The Hollywood
Sign. Its view will also be blocked by this project. They want to see this historic area of Los Angles that
sits surrounded by the fabled Hollywood Hills. Its view will also be blocked by this project. They do not
come to see skyscrapers. They want to see Hollywood’s unique identity. This project is not only not part
of that but works to destroy it. In addition, there are frequent street closures in Hollywood to
accommodate the many premieres and entertainment related events. These closures can go on for days
particularly in the case, for example, of the Academy Awards. Residents accommodate these frequent
occurrences because it’s part of Hollywood’s identity and life’s blood. These events are on borrowed
time if this massive project comes. How can streets be blocked off with all of this additional traffic?
Also, Hollywood, an area developed in the 20’s is home to many residents. It’s our Bedford Falls—the
mythical location of Frank Capra’s “It’s A Wonderful Life.” It is ironic that here it is Christmas time, and
this project can turn Hollywood into Pottersville.

We see nothing in the details of the current DEIR that can mitigate these issues.

Response to Comment No. 18-7

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views, including views of the
Hollywood Sign, and overall visual character of the Project in Hollywood.

Comment No. 18-8

These are just some of the very important issues that we feel the current DEIR does not properly address.
We urge that more planning and review be done before the Millennium Project progresses.

Thank you for your consideration.

Response to Comment No. 18-8

The comment is a conclusion statement. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The comment states that
the Draft EIR does not adequately address certain issues. The previous comments in the letter go into
more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response
to Comment, above.
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LETTER NO. 19 - LOS ANGELES CONSERVANCY

Adrian Scott Fine
Director of Advocacy

Los Angeles Conservancy
523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826, Los Angeles, CA 90014

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 19-1

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Millennium Hollywood Project which, through its
inclusion, directly impacts the iconic 1956 Capitol Records building.

The Conservancy, along with Hollywood Heritage, has long been active in protecting and advocating for
the historic resources in Hollywood, particularly in and around the National Register-listed Hollywood
Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District immediately south of the project site. In 2006, the
Conservancy's Modern Committee successfully nominated Capitol Records for designation as a City of
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM). The Conservancy commends the project applicant,
Millennium Partners and Argent Ventures, for placing and sensitively considering the preservation of
Capitol Records and the Gogerty Building at the core of the proposed development. We are encouraged
by the direction of this project to date, however we do have some questions and think additional
safeguards are necessary to address the larger preservation goals.

Response to Comment No. 19-1

The comment is primarily an introduction of the Conservancy’s role in Hollywood and does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project. It is noted that the Conservancy is encouraged by the Project and
commends the Applicant for preserving the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building. Responses
to the substantive comments on the Draft EIR raised in this letter are provided below. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 19-2

I. Scale new construction appropriately to ensure compatibility with historic resources

The Conservancy appreciates the efforts of the project team to incorporate new construction carefully and
respectfully around Capitol Records. Areas for new buildings are located to the west and south to avoid
impacts to several character-defining features of Capitol Records called out in its Historic-Cultural
Monument (HCM) nomination.  Specifically, proposed new construction would generally avoid
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obstructing significant views of Capitol Records from the 101 Freeway and be sited away from Capitol
Records' famed underground recording studios and reverberation chambers.

Response to Comment No. 19-2

It is noted that the Conservancy appreciates the efforts of the project team to design the Project around the
Capitol Records Building and preserve certain viewsheds and the historic integrity of the structure.

Comment No. 19-3

While these efforts are commendable, we remain concerned the allowable scale and massing threatens to
overwhelm Capitol Records and the surrounding historic buildings, immediately adjacent and nearby
along Hollywood Boulevard. Two of the four proposed height zones in the Development Regulations
allow for towers up to 585 feet, significantly taller than the adjacent 165-foot Capitol Records on the East
Site as well as the two-story theatre built in 1926 (Hollywood Playhouse) just south of the West Site. The
buildings along Hollywood Boulevard are also generally below 150 feet, including the low-scaled 1930
Pantages Theater, built in 1930 and directly abutting the southern edge of the East Site.

Response to Comment No. 19-3

The Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of the Project’s potential impacts to historic resources. The
analysis in the Draft EIR is supported by a Historic Resources Report prepared by the Historic Resources
Group. Ultimately, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project’s impacts to historic resources on the Project
Site, and adjacent to it, are less than significant. The Historic Resources Report specifically analyzed the
Project’s potential impacts on the Capitol Records Building, the Hollywood Playhouse, and the Pantages
Theater, which are the structures referenced in this comment.

Specifically, the Historic Resources Report concludes that new construction on the East Site will be
adequately separated from the Pantages Theater. Similarly, the Development Regulations provide for
open space requirements and setbacks from Vine Street on the West Site to buffer new development from
the Hollywood Playhouse. Accordingly, the Historic Resources Report concludes that there is an
adequate visual separation between the Project and the Hollywood Playhouse. Likewise, the Historic
Resources Report provides a detailed analysis of the Project’s potential impacts on the Capitol Records
Building using both the CEQA thresholds of significance and the Secretary of the Interior’s conformance
standards. It concludes that the Project will not significantly impact the Capitol Records Building.

Granted, the commenter is correct that the Project allows for a scale of new development that is
significantly taller than the existing buildings in the immediately surrounding area. The Draft EIR
specifically acknowledges that the Project has the potential to add considerable height and density, and
that the immediate surroundings of the on-site and adjacent historic resources will be altered. However,
merely altering the surroundings does not automatically trigger a significant adverse impact.
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As noted in the Draft EIR, the CEQA Guidelines state that a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historic resource means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource
or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be materially
impaired.” The Guidelines go on to state that “[t]he significance of an historic resource is materially
impaired when a project... [d]emolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its
inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources... local register
of historic resources... or its identification in a historic resources survey.”*’ (Emphasis added).

The commenter seems to imply that the alteration of the immediate surroundings of on-site and adjacent
historic resources caused by the scale of the Project will adversely alter the characteristics that convey the
historic significance of on-site and adjacent historic resources. As demonstrated in the Draft EIR,
however, all of the on-site and adjacent historic resources will retain their eligibility for listing in national,
state, and local registers despite alteration of their surroundings by the Project. The Historic Resources
Report and the Draft EIR both demonstrate that the Capitol Records Building and the contributing
structures in the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District will all remain intact and
would not be materially impaired (based on the applicable technical and legal standards) by the Project.

Comment No. 19-4

Historic buildings can often coexist with taller buildings, but the project's maximum allowable height
would dwarf its immediate neighbors and compete for status with the already iconic circular tower of
Capitol Records. We urge the applicant to consider lower height maximums or allocating available
square footage more evenly across the project site to be more compatible with the lower scaled historic
properties and the National Register-listed historic district in this area of Hollywood. This may be
addressed to some degree already yet the preferred project and Development Regulations, as currently
outlined in the Draft EIR, do not necessarily provide this level of detail and clarity.

Response to Comment No. 19-4

The commenter is correct that historic buildings often coexist with taller buildings in urban areas. There
are several examples of this coexistence in major urban cities across the United States, including in Los
Angeles. For example, the historic Los Angeles Central Library in downtown Los Angeles coexist with
the 1,018-foot adjacent U.S. Bank Tower (formerly the Library Tower), which was developed as part of
the Central Library redevelopment effort.

The commenter urges the Applicant to consider lower height maximums or adjust square footages to be
more compatible with iconic circular features of the Capitol Records Building. The Development
Regulations indeed present several height datum development scenarios. It should be noted that simply
lowering the maximum elevations of the Project structures does not necessarily reduce potential impacts

19 CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b) (1).
20 CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5(b)(2).
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on the Capitol Records Building. As analyzed in the Aesthetics section of the Draft EIR, and confirmed
by the Aesthetics Impacts Report prepared by Van Cleve Architects, lower height designs create more
visual obstruction of the circular features of the Capitol Records Building.

The comment claims that there is insufficient detail in the Development Regulations or Draft EIR to
provide a sufficient level of impact analysis. The Development Regulations do in fact present a detailed
description of the development scenarios, complemented with numerous height and massing figures,
which illustrate the potential impacts on adjacent and on-site historic resources. Several variations of
structure height are presented in the Development Regulations and are correspondingly analyzed in the
Draft EIR and the supporting technical reports. The Historic Resources Report utilized the development
limitations established in the Development Regulations to analyze potential impacts on historic resources.
As stated above, the Historic Resources Report and the Draft EIR used the detail provided in the
Development Regulations to conclude that impacts to the on-site and adjacent historic resources will be
less than significant

Comment No. 19-5

I1. Incorporate precise preservation-oriented standards and guidelines in the Development
Regulations

Despite the placement and siting of new construction on the West and East Sites, significant impacts to
Capitol Records may still occur. The draft Development Regulations, which will be attached to and
enforceable through a Development Agreement, aims to ensure compatibility with historic resources by
establishing required standards and recommended guidelines for new design elements. However, the
existing draft document lacks sufficient detail to mitigate impacts and provide surety in a reliable and
predicable manner.

Response to Comment No. 19-5

The commenter states that the draft Development Regulations lack sufficient detail to mitigate impacts.
The Development Regulations provide 55 pages of precise development regulations that control the
extent of development on the Project Site and do not lack sufficient detail to mitigate impacts to historic
on-site and adjacent historic resources. In addition, the Development Regulations contain Section 3:
Historic Resources and Setting, which specifically recognizes the historic resources on the Project Site
and surrounding vicinity. That section sets forth key Project objectives regarding historic resources that
include, but are not limited to: (1) preservation of the Capitol Records Building and Gogerty Building; (2)
preservation of certain valued views to the Capitol Records Building and the Hollywood Boulevard
Commercial and Entertainment District; (3) incorporation of open space and setback requirements to
reduce the massing at the street level and limit the visual crowding of adjacent historic resources; and (4)
the design of new buildings in a manner that is differentiated from but compatible with adjacent historic
resources.
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The Historic Resources Report was prepared in conjunction with the Development Regulations.
Consequently, the Historic Resources Report, and the related historic resources section of the Draft EIR,
specifically analyzed the potential impacts on historic resources pursuant to the precise limitations set
forth in the Development Regulations, including the height limitations, open space areas, separation and
setbacks from existing historic resources. The ultimate conclusion was that the Project does not have a
significant impact on historic resources. This conclusion is based on substantial evidence (i.e., the
Historic Resources Report) and the precise requirements of the Development Regulations.

Comment No. 19-6

For instance, the figures in section 6.1.2 appear to require 10-foot setbacks at the south and east edges of
Capitol Records' base and an additional 50-foot setback east of the tower curve. However, these
standards are not articulated in the text of the Development Regulations. If these setbacks are to protect
the underground recording studios and reverb chambers, the location of these features should be
referenced and clearly labeled in the Development Regulations and the required setbacks established.
Additional open space or other appropriate uses may also be encouraged to increase the buffer between
these areas and any new structures.

Response to Comment No. 19-6

The commenter differentiates the figures from the text of the Development Regulations. However, the
Development Regulations (text and figures) are to be taken holistically. The limitations in the text and
the figures are enforceable and will become binding on the parameters of development. The setbacks
referenced in the comment (as well as other features in the Development Regulations) were designed to
address all historic resources on the Project Site and adjacent to it, not merely the recording facilities at
the Capitol Records Building.

The comment refers to underground recording studios and reverb chambers. It should be clarified that
only the echo/reverberation chamber is located underground and that the recording studios are located at-
grade. In addition, the Noise section of the Draft EIR identifies the Capitol Records Building’s
underground echo/reverberation chambers, as well as the at-grade recording studios, as sensitive noise
receptors. See Figure IV.H.1: Noise Monitoring and Sensitive Receptor Location Map, in the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR is also supported by a noise technical appendix. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project
would have a temporary significant noise and vibration impact on the Capitol Records Building’s
recording facilities, but only during construction. The construction activities could cause noise and
vibration impacts, but construction will not physically disturb the Capitol Records Building’s recording
facilities. The Noise section of the Draft EIR contains numerous mitigation measures to reduce potential
noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors, including the underground echo/reverberation chambers and
the at-grade recording studios. Moreover, potential noise impacts on these uses will be minimized to the
extent possible through agreements between the Capitol Records Building tenant and the Applicant, who
owns the building. The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration
levels that could be experienced by the Capital Records Building’s echo chambers and studios. The
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Project will not have a long-term operational impact on the Capitol Records Building’s recording studios.
Therefore, the Development Regulations as drafted, in conjunction with the noise and vibration mitigation
measures in the Draft EIR, ensure that all feasible steps have been taken to minimize impacts on the
Capitol Records Building’s recording facilities.

Comment No. 19-7

Similarly, another significant view of Capitol Records, the one from the corner of Hollywood and Vine,
may be impacted by the location and design of new construction on the project site. The Draft EIR
identifies significant adverse impacts to this view for building envelops built to the maximum heights of
220 and 400 feet. In theory, the Development Regulations would narrow the floor plates as towers extend
higher to avoid obstructing this view. However, the regulations fail to provide standards or guidelines
that direct siting of any portion of new construction away from this view corridor.

Response to Comment No. 19-7

The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR discloses a significant impact related to View 6(a) and View
6(b), which are the 220 and 400-foot development scenario view simulations looking at the Capitol
Records Building from the corner of Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street. In this respect, the Draft EIR
complies with CEQA by disclosing this potential impact and properly informing the decision makers
about the Project’s potential impacts. It should be noted, however, that portions of the Capitol Records
Building and the Jazz Mural remain visible from this vantage point under all development scenarios.
And, the Draft EIR concludes that the visual impacts from the Hollywood Boulevard and Vine Street
vantage point are considered less than significant under the 550 and 585-foot development scenarios. In
other words, from this perspective, the visibility of the Capitol Records Building is preserved to varying
degrees based on the implementation of the Development Regulations.

The commenter states that “the regulations fail to provide standards or guidelines that direct siting of any
portion of new construction away from this view corridor”. However, the Development Regulations
contain provisions that setback development from Vine Street on both the East Site and West Site. More
specifically, and as detailed in the Draft EIR, the Development Regulations requirements for open space
and massing direct new development away from the Vine Street view corridor. Grade-level open space
requirements are discussed in section 8.2 of the Development Regulations. The Development
Regulations state that the open space is designed to showcase the Capitol Records Building and Jazz
Mural. The Development Regulations mandate a minimum 4% of total lot area be used for grade-level
open space for buildings up to 220 feet high. This percentage increases as building heights increases.
The grade-level open space requirements have the effect of setting new development back from Vine
Street immediately south of the Capitol Records Building on the East Site, and directly across from the
Capitol Records Building on the West Site. Similarly, massing standards for tower elements are
discussed in section 6.1 of the Development Regulations. The massing standards help reduce potential
adverse visual effects to the Capitol Records Building and its surroundings in the following manner:
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1. Creating physical and visual separations around the Capitol Records Building.
2. Setting a minimum setback for tower elements.

3. Reducing the percentage of allowable lot coverage of towers as height increases.
4. Reducing the total square footage of tower floor plates as height increases.

These elements reduce the bulk of buildings as height increases and push tower elements toward the
center of the block, away from the Capitol Records Building. In this way, important views from Vine
Street, as well as other vantage points are protected. As related to the comment here, the Development
Regulations are not required to site any or all new construction away from the Hollywood Boulevard and
Vine Street view corridor as the commenter proclaims. Instead, the Draft EIR must disclose the impacts
associated with implementation of the Project according to the parameters of the Development
Regulations. As explained above, the Draft EIR satisfies these disclosure and analytical requirements.

See Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for a further discussion of the potential aesthetic impacts associated
with the Project.

Comment No. 19-8

Additionally, the required 10-foot setback from Vine Street for any portion of the building up to 150 feet,
and an additional 10-foot setback for towers above 150 feet are insufficient to maintain even partial views
of the 165-foot tall Capitol Records. More specific and detailed setbacks, massing, angles or other
elements of the Development Regulations should be established to protect the integrity of Capitol
Records and the nearby historic resources.

Response to Comment No. 19-8

The commenter asserts that the Project fails to maintain even partial views of the Capitol Records
Building. However, as discussed above, the requirements for setbacks and open space stipulated in the
Development Regulations are sufficient to maintain views of the Capitol Records Building from Vine
Street under all development scenarios. For more information, please see the Response to Comment No.
19-7 above and see Figure IV.A.1-16 in the Draft EIR, which clearly demonstrates that views of the
Capitol Records Building remain visible to varying degrees under all development scenarios.

With respect to the commenter’s request that the Development Regulations be further modified, this
comment does not challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, but rather it
suggests revisions to the Development Regulations. There are no changes anticipated to the Development
Regulations as a result of historic concerns at this time. This comment is noted for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. Furthermore, it should be noted that the Historic
Resources Report and Cultural Resources section of the Draft EIR specifically analyzed the historic
“integrity” of the Capitol Records Building and nearby historic resources in a pre-Project and post-Project
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condition. The conclusion was that the Project will not result in a significant impact on either on-site or
off-site historic resources. Thus, further setbacks, massing scenarios, or other design components need
not be established as suggested by the commenter.

Comment No. 19-9

I11. Modify the Development Agreement and mitigation measures with additional safeguards
a. Design review and approval by the Cultural Heritage Commission

While the buildable area overlaps only a portion of the HCM-designated Capitol Records parcel, it seems
appropriate that the city's Cultural Heritage Commission review and comment on the ultimate design of
new elements at the project site given the importance of Capitol Records and the likelihood of adverse
impacts of new construction. This review should occur prior to any issuance of building permits for all
phases of development to ensure final details of design, siting, cladding materials, and other elements of
compatibility are adequately considered.

Response to Comment No. 19-9

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, but rather
it recommends review of the Project by the City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission. This
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration. In
addition, it should be noted that the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources reviewed the
Historic Resources Report for the Project, and concurred with its findings, before publication of the Draft
EIR.

Comment No. 19-10

b. Post-construction noise and vibration monitoring

We appreciate the proposed monitoring of vibration and differential settlement impacts on sensitive
historic resources during construction. Such monitoring can identify potential impacts during
construction and mitigate issues before major damage can occur. In the event that substantial damage
results due to the project construction, we urge the applicant to commit to repairing any damage,
conforming to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. All work shall be overseen by a qualified
architectural historian or preservation professional.

Response to Comment No. 19-10

It is noted that the Conservancy appreciates the vibration monitoring mitigation measures in the Draft
EIR. The commenter urges the Applicant to conform to the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for repairs
on historic structures. The Draft EIR already contains such measures. For example, Mitigation Measure
H-11 in the Noise section of the Draft EIR requires an adjacent structure monitoring plan, with
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performance standards developed by a registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist, that
ensure that construction of the Project will not adversely impact adjacent structures. That measure
requires all work to be halted if the thresholds of the structure monitoring plan are exceeded, until
measures are taken to stabilize affected buildings. In addition, Mitigation Measures C-2 in the Cultural
Resources section of the Draft EIR contains similar requirements. Also, Mitigation Measures C-3 and C-
4 in the Cultural Resources section require any structural improvements to the Capitol Records Building
and the Gogerty Building to comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. As noted in these
mitigation measures, all such work shall be performed to the satisfaction of the Department of City
Planning and the Office of Historic Resources. Therefore, at this time, there is no need to incorporate
additional adherence to the Secretary of the Interiors Standards or oversight by an architectural historian
as suggested by the commenter.

Comment No. 19-11

In addition, we urge the project applicant to commit to ongoing noise and vibration monitoring of the
Capitol Records recording studios and reverb chambers following construction and during the initial
operation of new uses surrounding the historic building. While the applicant currently owns all of the
parcels and has a vested interest in protecting the operation of Capitol Records, ownership may change in
the future necessitating the need for a process to address operational impacts.

Response to Comment No. 19-11

Please see the Response to Comment No. 19-6 (Los Angeles Conservancy) above, which addresses
construction and operational noise impacts on the Capitol Records Building’s recording studios. To
summarize, the Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have a temporary significant noise and
vibration impact on the Capitol Records Recording studio, but only during construction. As noted above,
construction activities will not physically disturb the recording facilities. These impacts will be
minimized to the extent possible through agreements between the Capitol Records Building tenant and the
Applicant, who owns the building. The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise
and vibration levels that could be experienced by the Capital Records Building’s echo chambers and
studios. As analyzed in the Draft EIR, and supporting technical noise study, the Project will not have a
long-term operational impact on the Capitol Records Building’s recording studios. No further analysis of
this issue is required in the Final EIR.

Comment No. 19-12

c. Revise the exceeding long development period

The Conservancy remains concerned about long-term implications of the twenty-five year development
term requested by the project application. Projects of a similar scope and scale have been approved in the
City with development terms ranging from ten to fifteen years. Approval of the proposed development
term would severely limit consideration of other opportunities that may arise in the future, including new
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development that may be more appropriate for the site in the future. The ownership, economic and social
circumstances, as well as the design and land use priorities will change greatly during the twenty-five
year period currently requested by the project applicant.

The proposed project does not appear to warrant this exceptionally long development term, therefore we
urge a time period more in line with similar projects approved by the City.

Response to Comment No. 19-12

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, but rather
it questions the term of the Development Agreement and urges the City of Los Angeles to consider a
shorter term. The term of the Development Agreement is subject to the discretionary approval of the Los
Angeles City Council. Accordingly, this comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision makers for their consideration.

Comment No. 19-13

Interests of the Los Angeles Conservancy:

The Los Angeles Conservancy is the largest local preservation organization in the United States, with
over 6,500 members throughout the Los Angeles area. Established in 1978, the Conservancy works to
preserve and revitalize the significant architectural and cultural heritage of Los Angeles County through
advocacy and education. Since 1984, the Conservancy's all-volunteer Modem Committee has worked to
raise awareness about Los Angeles' unique collection of mid-twentieth century modernist structures that
shaped the tastes and architectural trends of the entire nation.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project.
Please feel free to contact me at 213-430-4203 or afine@laconservancy.org should you have any
questions.

Response to Comment No. 19-13

The comment is a conclusion statement and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As
such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 20 - MONTALBAN FOUNDATION

Gilbert Smith
Chair, Ricardo Montalban Foundation
1615 North Vine Street, Hollywood, CA 90028

December 4, 2012

Comment No. 20-1

As stakeholders in the heart of the Hollywood Entertainment District, we are voicing our support of the
Millennium Hollywood project. This project will anchor our historic neighborhood with a 21* Century
mixed-use addition that embodies architectural beauty, urban infill dynamics, and public tourist,
shopping, and entertainment business opportunities

We believe that the developers have a vision that will compliment Capitol Records, and our important
music industry and are including cultural expressions that capture our rich history and leadership in the
entertainment community. With the construction phase Hollywood will see nearly 3,000 construction-
related jobs. The completed project will provide nearly 1,300 permanent jobs. As a transit-oriented
development project, it will also encourage the use of our Metro and other public transportation services.

We have seen an ocean of positive change with the opening of the W Hotel and the Legacy Mixed Use
projects.  The Millennium Hollywood project will bring together business, residents, and our
entertainment venues and serve as a beacon to the entire Los Angeles community.

Response to Comment No. 20-1

This comment is stating its support for the Project.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 21 - OAKS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

Caroline Schweich
President, Oaks Homeowners Association
PO Box 29155, Los Angeles, CA 90029-0155

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 21-1

The Oaks Homeowners Association asks that the comment period for the above mention DEIR be
extended by 60 days for these reasons:

1. The DEIR is so long that one could not be expected to read it all and formulate comments within the
short period.

2. Awareness of the DEIR has not adequately been made to the community

3. A comprehensive parking plan for Hollywood must be developed and proposed prior to the comment
period for the DEIR. The goal should be to minimize the number of new car trips to the Hollywood area,
and maximize the efficiency, frequency and diversity of transit options.

4. Various homeowners associations and NCs can not be expected to agendize for both the respective
committee meeting and the full Board meeting, and officially act in such a short time frame.

5. The community should be given the opportunity and time to conduct an independent traffic study.

Oaks Homeowners Association would like to comment on the DEIR. However, at this date can simply
not do so in complete and official manner.

Response to Comment No. 21-1

The comment notes that the review time for the Draft EIR was too short and requests an extension. For
information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review Period
Extension Request.

The Draft EIR Notice of Availability was mailed out to an area 500 foot radius from the Project Site, as
well as to a list of owners and occupants and agencies provided by the City Planning Department. In
addition, the Notice was advertised in the Los Angeles Times on the first day of public review, October
25,2012. The Draft EIR was made available for review on the City’s website and in person at City Hall,
as well as digital copies at local area libraries.

The comment requests a parking plan for Hollywood in general. It should be noted that CEQA does not
require a project-specific Draft EIR to analyze impacts on an entire City area, portions of which will not
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be impacted whatsoever by the Project. The Draft EIR adequately analyzed parking issues related to the
Project and included a shared parking analysis as Appendix E to the Traffic Impact Study, included as
Appendix IV.K.1 to the Draft EIR. A Hollywood-wide plan for parking is beyond the scope of this Draft
EIR.

The comment requests time to conduct an independent traffic study. This is not a comment on the
adequacy of the Draft EIR, and as noted above the public was provided proper notice of the Project and
its statutory review periods. While nothing in the Draft EIR or is environmental review process preclude
the public from preparing an independent traffic study, it should be noted that the Project’s Traffic Study
was conducted within the parameters and approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT), as defined in the Memorandum of Understanding, included as Appendix A to the Traffic
Study. The Study adequately disclosed the Project’s potential traffic impacts. The Study and subsequent
letter from the LADOT dated August 16, 2012, included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft EIR, included
Project requirements as mitigation measures to fully or partially reduce impacts. The public was provided
an opportunity to review the Study pursuant to CEQA review times.
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LETTER NO. 22 - SUNSET HILLS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

Beth Fogarty
Sunset Hills Homeowners Association
PO Box 15201, Beverly Hills CA 90209

December 11, 2012

Comment No. 22-1

Please make note of our comments as per below

Response to Comment No. 22-1

The comment is an introductory note. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 22-2

Please do not allow the following to be approved:

1. Increasing the present zoning from a 4.5:1 ratio to a 6:1 ratio would allow the developer to increase the
project size from 825,000 SF to 1.1 Million SF.

2. Allowing a reduction in the City's parking requirement for the proposed 35,000SF health club from 10-
spaces/1000 to 2-spaces/1000. The reduction in parking spaces would have 280 health club users looking
for parking on Hollywood's streets.

3. The Community Redevelopment Agency's development requirements were put in place to maintain
Hollywood's historic core and Unallow for redevelopment to enhance and compliment existing
development and the livability of the surrounding residential communities. Allowing Millennium/Argent
to eliminate their development's adherence to the CRA guidelines creates a massive project totally out of
scale with the Hollywood area.

Response to Comment No. 22-2

This comment asks the City to not approve certain requests associated with the Project’s entitlements.
The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers for consideration. With respect to
the substantive issues related to the requests, please see the discussion below.

The commenter is generally correct that the Project could develop approximately 1,166,970 square feet of
net new floor area as stated in the Project Description of the Draft EIR. The impacts associated with this
size development are fully analyzed in the Draft EIR.
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The commenter implies that the alteration of the immediate surroundings of on-site and adjacent historic
resources caused by the scale of potential new development associated with the Project will adversely
alter the characteristics that convey the historic significance of on-site and adjacent historic resources. As
demonstrated in the Draft EIR, however, all of the on-site and adjacent historic resources will retain their
eligibility for listing in national, state, and local registers despite alteration of their surroundings by large-
scale new development. The Capitol Records Building, the Gogerty Building, the retail storefronts
located at 6316-6324 Yucca Street, and the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and Entertainment District
will all remain intact and retain their important character-defining features. Setback and open-space
requirements specified in the Development Guidelines will ensure that important views to historic
resources and their street-level prominence will be retained.

With regard to parking, the Project’s parking was analyzed using a shared parking which may be applied
to the Base Demand when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a
24-hour cycle or between weekends and weekdays pursuant to the Development Agreement and the
Development Regulations. This is consistent with Community Plan Update policies and Section 106.61
of the Green Building Code. The intent is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching
parking demand with complementary uses. As the actual number of spaces will be dependent upon the
land uses constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program, the calculation of the parking
requirements shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to Project construction based on the procedures
set forth below and in the Development Agreement. As discussed above, parking will be provided to
meet demand.
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LETTER NO. 23 - ABRAHAMS, GEORGE

George Abrahams
3150 Durand Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068

December 4, 2012

Comment No. 23-1

The December 10, 2012 close of public comment period for the draft EIR for project ENV-2011-675-EIR
is too short to prepare a traffic analysis of the project. I have asked several traffic consultants and they all
have replied that they have other work scheduled currently and that the time to prepare an analysis is
greater than the comment period. The comment period should be extended at least 120 days so that we
can hire a traffic planner to do the necessary study. Please add this comment to the ENV-2011-675-EIR
case file.

Response to Comment No. 23-1

The Draft EIR included a traffic analysis of the Project, which is included in Appendix IV.K.1.

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 24 - ANDERSON, ROBERT
Robert Anderson
December 10, 2012

Comment No. 24-1

I have lived and worked in the Hollywood area off and on for forty-five years.
I believe more time is needed to make this decision.

Response to Comment No. 24-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy
of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

Comment No. 24-2

Currently there is insufficient infrastructure to support this proposal. The traffic in this area is already
chronically heavily congested.

Response to Comment No. 24-2

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project would generate additional trips and that significant project-
related impacts would occur at two study intersections and significant cumulative-related impacts at five
study intersections.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 24-3

The land mark Capitol Records Building is a historic building. The proposal is not practical. It would be
a disastrous environmental eyesore.
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Response to Comment No. 24-3

The Project would retain the Capitol Records Building and any future maintenance of it would be
performed pursuant the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Please see Response to Comment Nos. 19-
2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a
discussion on the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent historic Capitol Records building. The
commenter states that the Project would be an eyesore. Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics,
for information regarding project aesthetics, including views.

Comment No. 24-4

These buildings would not be appropriate for this earthquake prone neighborhood. The Sunset and Vine
Tower was unsafe, unoccupied and boarded up with a fence around it for years after the 1994 earthquake.
This has exactly the same potential.

Response to Comment No. 24-4

The commenter suggests that adjacent vacant properties are the result from past earthquakes in the area,
and that the same will happen to the Project. As stated in the Draft EIR, the Project Site is not located in
an area delineated on the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. Likewise, as discussed in the
Draft EIR, the Project Site is not located within a fault rupture zone. Also, the California Geological
Survey (CGS) and the City of Los Angeles ZIMAS system (http://zimas.lacity.org/map.asp) show the
closest fault to the Project Site with the potential for fault rupture as the Santa Monica/Hollywood Fault,
which is located approximately 0.4 miles from the Project Site. The geotechnical reports that support the
Draft EIR conclude that geotechnical conditions on the Project Site are suitable for development of the
Project. The commenter provides an opinion as to why certain buildings in the area are now boarded up,
which does not contest the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 24-5

Those who forget the mistakes of the past are doomed to repeat them.
As presented, The Millennium Project appears to be an ill conceived, just plain bad idea.

Response to Comment No. 24-5

This comment expresses an opinion about the project, but does not challenge the adequacy of the impact
analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their
consideration and no further response is required.
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LETTER NO. 25 - BAUMGART, TED

Ted Baumgart
2425 Mountain Ave, La Crescenta, CA 91214

December 10, 2012

Comment No.25-1

I grew up in Laurel Canyon, attended Wonderland Avenue School and Bancroft Junior High, this is my
backyard. My friends attended Hollywood High, and so did many of their parents. My uncle's house was
up Beachwood with a prominent view of the city. By looking at the renderings of this ghastly project
idea I notice at least one of the two is a bold faced lie! I'm an architectural/film set designer and
illustrator, and I know how to cheat the eye.

Response to Comment No. 25-1

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 25-2

It shows the Hollywood Hills miles in the distance, when in fact they are very close to this site and these
monstrosities will be looking right into the windows of the homes in the hills.

Response to Comment No. 25-2

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless,
refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 25-3

Not only that, but built these two ugly behemoths would be precedents that give legality to more tall
buildings to be built, and soon there won't be a view but tall buildings looking into Hollywood Hills
homes windows and homes looking into building windows.

Response to Comment No. 25-3

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless,
refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.
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Comment No. 25-4

There will be no ridgeline of 'The Hills' looking over Hollywood seen through palm trees, the very icon
known around the world.

Response to Comment No. 25-4

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless,
refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 25-5

The problem exists already west above the Strip. We were next door to a famous and well respected
artist's home looking out of big floor-to-ceiling glass windows across a swimming pool at dusk to the
jeweled city below, working on a new show concept, and low and behold some skyscrapers in front of us
were looking right back into our windows. Not the cozy hills anymore. Not the jeweled city below. You
get walls in Manhattan or any dense big city, but no one has the Hollywood Hills as the predominantly
horizontal jewel with city below, and visa versa. This proposal would unleash a wall of buildings that
dwarf the hills. Be very aware of the essence, soul, and character of Hollywood known around the world.
It is worth more per square foot developed intelligently than these monuments to shorter term profit and
quick tax base increase. LA is not any other city and Hollywood defines LA, so let's keep it, use it, and
develop it intelligently. This is not just any "Run-of-the-Mill-ennium Project”, this proposal is insane.

Response to Comment No. 25-5

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless,
refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.
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LETTER NO. 26 - BECKLUND, LAURIE
Laurie Becklund
October 29, 2012

Comment No. 26-1

Thank you for remembering to send me the CD of the DEIR for Millennium. Really appreciate the
attempt to visualize this project with photos and graphics. An enormous amount of work.

Response to Comment No. 26-1

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project.

Comment No. 26-2

I'm puzzled by one thing: i thought the MOU signed by LADOT with the developer required a change in
the intersection at Argyle and Franklin, the one I talked to you about briefly when i was in your office.
the traffic study had all southbound access on Argyle being closed from franklin, which would have
landlocked our whole neighborhood. the DEIR seems to suggest otherwise. did this change?

Response to Comment No. 26-2

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is included as Appendix A to the Traffic Impact Report,
which is Appendix IV.K.1 to the Draft EIR. Section IV.K.1, Transportation — Traffic, of the Draft EIR,
make reference to intersection specific improvements at the intersection mentioned in the comment. See
the mitigation measure from the Draft EIR for additional information:

K.1-11 Intersection Specific Improvements - Argyle Avenue/Franklin Avenue — US 101 Freeway
Northbound On-Ramp — To mitigate the significant traffic impact at this intersection under both
existing (2011) and future (2020) conditions, the Project Applicant shall restripe this intersection
to provide a left-turn lane, two through lanes, and a right-turn lane for the southbound approach
and two left-turn lanes and a shared through/right lane for the northbound approach. The final
design of this improvement would require the joint approval of Caltrans and LADOT.

The conceptual image (in Appendix H of the Traffic Study) shows left-turn lanes allowing access from
westbound Franklin Avenue to southbound Argyle Avenue and a right-turn lane allowing access from
eastbound Franklin Avenue to southbound Argyle Avenue. Thus, there would continue to be southbound
access on Argyle Avenue from Franklin Avenue.
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LETTER NO. 27 - BRACKETT, ALAN

Alan Brackett
Safety Committee member of Hollywood Homeowners Association

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 27-1

I am a homeowner resident in Hollywoodland directly above where this project is intended. I am
concerned about infrastructure that I do not see being addressed. Are the city's sewer lines being
upgraded along with other utilities?

Response to Comment No. 27-1

Please refer to Response to Comment 18-5 for a discussion on existing and proposed infrastructure.

The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts to water and electricity in Section IV.L, Utilities and Service
Systems. The Project’s Water Supply Assessment (Appendix IV.L.1 to the Draft EIR) found that the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) would be able to meet the water demand of the
Project, in addition to existing and planned future uses of the LADWP’s system. Electrical service would
be provided in accordance with the LADWP’s Rules Governing Water and Electric Service.

Based on the estimated flow, the sewer system will accommodate the total flow for the Project, which
was confirmed by the City's Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) in two letters dated September 27, 2011 and
January 8, 2013. As described in the City’s BOS letters, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be
needed as part of the permit process to identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). As discussed
in the Draft EIR, if, for any reason, the local sewer lines have insufficient capacity, then the Project
Applicant will be required to build a secondary line to the nearest larger sewer line with sufficient
capacity. The BOS identified the connection to be made as either to the 8-inch line on Vine Street and/or
the 12-inch line on Yucca Street. The construction of a secondary line, if necessary, would not result in
significant impacts as the construction would be of short duration and with the implementation of best
practices would not significantly impact traffic or emergency access. A final approval for sewer capacity
and connection permit will be made at the time of final building design.

Comment No. 27-2

I don't see how there is enough parking being provided in the new proposed sites to handle the amount of
traffic and cars and the streets already are lacking parking.

Response to Comment No. 27-2

With regard to parking, the Project’s parking was analyzed using a shared parking analysis because
different uses have different parking demands during a 24-hour cycle and between weekday and
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weekends. This is consistent with Community Plan Update policies, and Section 106.61 of the Green
Building Code. The intent is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking demand
with complementary uses. As the actual number of spaces will be dependent upon the land uses
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program, the calculation of the parking requirements
shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to Project construction based on the procedures set forth in
the Development Agreement. Accordingly, parking will be provided to meet demand based on the shared
parking analysis.

Comment No. 27-3

Why are such tall sky-scrapers being allowed and if they are why are they not required to provide tourist
viewing sites at their tops for viewing the Hollywood Sign, etc.?

Response to Comment No. 27-3

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height. It should be noted that pursuant to current zoning the Project
Site does not have a height limitation. The Project Description does mention a possible rooftop
observation deck. Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding
views, including of the Hollywood Sign.

Comment No. 27-4

This project will cause much more traffic to my area with people wanting to get to a "green" place with
their dogs and families and none is being provided for this onslaught. What happened to the idea that new
development needs to also provide "green" space (parks) for the new population they attract?

Response to Comment No. 27-4

According to Section 1V.J.4, Public Services - Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the City imposes
Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC Section 21.10.3,
respectively, based on the number of units proposed within a project to help offset potential project and
cumulative environmental impacts. Please refer to Response to Comment No. 59-24 (Jordon, David) for
additional information.

Comment No. 27-5

I bank at what is now the Chase bank on the corner of Sunset and Vine and when the big "W" hotel was
built I noticed that the nice view of the Hollywood Sign was blocked from view from the bank parking lot
where it had been visible for ~90 years. These new highrises will block the view of the sign for tourists
as well as residents from anywhere south of their location for quite a distance. This I am afraid will cause
more disturbance to my neighborhood with people wanting to see or touch the sign. Our neighborhood
cannot handle and was not built to handle this kind of onslaught of traffic. Also, looking south from the
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hills theses buildings will block the view from many homes that have paid a premium for this view.
There are rules - written and unwritten - in the hills about blocking your neighbor's view with new houses
or with trees and now I cannot understand why these highrises can get away with this when we have
always had the understanding that this is an understood right of ownership in the hills that you respect
your neighbor and try to get along and not block their views. Obviously, this respect is not there with this
project.

Response to Comment No. 27-5

The Draft EIR analyzes a variety of public views and view corridors, which are discussed in Section
IV.A.1, Views / Light and Glare. Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional
information regarding views, including of the Hollywood Sign.

Comment No. 27-6

I am against this project continuing until big changes come to fruition. There needs to be a huge height
restriction, more consideration for the surrounding area and respect for the people living and working for
years in the area. Utilities and sewer and parking and traffic and lack of a "green" area need to be
addressed. This is not downtown Los Angeles or New York or any other of the large cities and should
not become one. This is Hollywood, where people from all over the world come to see something unique
- not another big city filled with highrises and traffic and pollution. My neighborhood which is right up
the street is the nearest "green" area and where do you think all the residents in these new buildings are
going to go? They won't want to drive the extra mile to get to Griffith Park - they will head straight up
the hill and past my house with their noise, congestion and danger of burning down our neighborhood
with their cigarettes.

Response to Comment No. 27-6

The Draft EIR adequately analyzes utilities in Section IV.L, parking and traffic in Section IV.K, land use
issues in Section IV.G, and aesthetics in Section IV.A. Please refer to those sections for a discussion of
potential impacts the Project could have on those environmental issue areas. Otherwise, the comment
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 27-7

Stop this project and put more thought into what it means to the area - have some respect! Big money
should not be allowed to get away with whatever it wants in America! There is already too much of this
happening and this is one place where the line should be drawn in the sand. Postpone and take a deep
breath and let's talk and try and work things out!

I will be glad to help in any way that I can - Please don't hesitate to call on me to represent our area.
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Response to Comment No. 27-7

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 28 - BROSSEAU, DEBORAH
Deborah Brosseau
November 12, 2012

Comment No. 28-1

Thank you for sending the report and detailed information about this project. I am vehemently opposed to
the Millennium Project and disgusted by the impacts delineated in the report.

Response to Comment No. 28-1

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 28-2

Please keep me posted on any opportunities to publicly and privately express this opposition.

Response to Comment No. 28-2

The EIR process provides an opportunity to provide comments after the Draft EIR is released, which this
commenter did. When the Project goes into various public hearings such as at City Planning Commission
and City Council, the public will have another opportunity to provide written and oral comments. The
dates of future hearings are not known at this time.
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LETTER NO. 29 - CAPLAN, RANDI

Randi Caplan
Beachwood Canyon Property Owner

December 9, 2012

Comment No. 29-1

The public comment period for the Millennium Hollywood Project did not allow sufficient time for a
traffic study to be prepared by an independent consultant. To protect the people who live in the
community from runaway development that severely impacts our infrastructure and services, the
comment period should be extended [at a minimum)] to allow for a traffic study (and any other needed
studies) to be included.

Response to Comment No. 29-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

The commenter seeks the extension to protect, in the commenter’s words, the community from runaway
development that could impact infrastructure and services. The Draft EIR and Appendices included many
studies, including air quality, historic resources, noise, traffic, parking, public services, utilities including
infrastructure and water supply. The CEQA process is designed to “provide public agencies and the
public in general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on
the environment; to list ways in which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to
indicate alternatives to such a project.” (CEQA Statute § 21061). According to CEQA Guidelines 15002,
the basic purposes of CEQA are to: (1) inform governmental decision makers and the public about the
potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities; (2) identify the ways that
environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced; (3) prevent significant, avoidable damage
to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures
when the governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible; and (4) disclose to the public the reasons
why a governmental agency approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant
environmental effects are involved. The Draft EIR complied with these CEQA requirements.
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LETTER NO. 30 - CAREY, SABINE

Carey Sabine
2442 Cheremoya Ave., Los Angeles, CA 90068

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 30-1

I am herewith informing you of my concerns for 40+ story tall high risers in the Hollywood area. They
would be out of proportion, absolute eye-sores (from all directions), and most of all, causing a complete
traffic chaos, way beyond what is already becoming a very congested area. In my past 18 years in
Hollywood I have seen the traffic going from easy to an absolute nightmare. I can't imagine any more
traffic being added to this area.

Response to Comment No. 30-1

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for a discussion of visual impacts. Also note that the
Draft EIR contains an extensive and adequate analysis of traffic impacts in Section IV.K. Otherwise, the
comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the
Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 30-2

I am not opposed to adding several high structures in Hollywood but they should stay within proximity of
the current high risers in Hollywood.

Please do not allow a "Manhattanfication of Hollywood"!!!!

Response to Comment No. 30-2

The commenter is opposed to new development that is significantly larger than anything in the
immediately surrounding area. The Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that the Project has the potential
to add considerable height and density as compared with the immediate surroundings.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height, and it should be noted that the Project Site does not have a
height limitation pursuant to current zoning.
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LETTER NO. 31 - CLARK, GEORGE
George Clark
December 9, 2012

Comment No. 31-1

This continues to be something that boggles the mind. The city council is in cahoots with developers with
no regard for public support, quality of life or safety. It now takes up to 45 minutes at rush hour to drive
from Vermont to the 101 along Franklin. We are already jammed in here. Now they want to seriously
increase the amount of traffic?

Response to Comment No. 31-1

The Project's Traffic Study was conducted pursuant to the guidelines set forth by and was approved by the
Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). The Traffic Study concluded that there would be
significant and unavoidable operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also
cumulative impacts at five study intersections. The Traffic Study and subsequent letter from the LADOT
dated August 16, 2012, which is included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft EIR, included Project
requirements as mitigation measures to fully or partially reduce impacts. All of the traffic mitigation
measures are set forth in the EIR. Please see Section IV.K.1 Transportation-Traffic of the Draft EIR for
additional information regarding the Project's traffic impacts.

Comment No. 31-2

Can't wait until a fire in thew hills breaks out at rush hour. Scores will die and the the hills left in ashes.

Response to Comment No. 31-2

In regard to the potential for increased traffic impacting response times, increases in traffic attributable to
the Project would not greatly affect the ability of emergency vehicles being able to maneuver through
crowded intersections, as the LAFD has experience responding to emergencies in congested areas
throughout the City, through the use of lights/sirens, ability to direct traffic to the side of the road, and to
drive on the wrong side of the road, if necessary. Further, although there are significant traffic impacts,
the significant impacts are at limited locations and there is availability of alternative routes within the
street system in the area surrounding the Project Site. .

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.
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Comment No. 31-3

On it's face it cannot work and will become a living nightmare. Can't this be stopped by lawsuits
including enviro impact? No one will be able to see the Hollywood Hills except those living in the high
rises which will topple in the strong earthquake that is coming at some point.

Response to Comment No. 31-3

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views, including views of the
Hollywood Sign.

Comment No. 31-4

The city planners are obviously in the pocket of developers and on it's face is immoral. If dug into deeply
enough no doubt illegality is going on as well. The Rico act is probably being violated as well.

Shame on the city council. It is disgusting. We must mount a petition and throw all of them out of office
is this proceeds. Of course they'll end up on developers boards but at least they will be out of offcie and
we'll have politicians who care about the city and the people not just their own financial gain.

Response to Comment No. 31-4

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 32 - CLARK, JOSEPHINE AND BRYAN

Josephine and Bryan Clark
Holly Hill Terrace, Hollywood, CA 90068

December 8, 2012

Comment No. 32-1

This so-called "Plan" is totally inadequate.......a monstrosity of a building.....and creates traffic problems
that will choke this area of Hollywood to death.....

Response to Comment No. 32-1

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The Draft EIR
contains extensive analysis of traffic impacts and is supported by a traffic technical appendix. The traffic
section of the Draft EIR discloses the Project’s potential traffic impacts. This comment is acknowledged
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 33 - CLEMENTS, CHIP

Chip Clements
6284 Mulholland Highway, Los Angeles, CA 90068

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 33-1

I'm a resident of the Hollywood Hills above Vine Street and have just, at this late date, become aware of
plans to build two 500-foot-tall skyscrapers on Vine St. near Hollywood Blvd. To me the prospect of
adding these gigantic structures to our neighborhood sounds insanely inappropriate.

I'm writing to express my displeasure at the prospect of your permitting these giant structures to tower
over our community. I'm not against development. I love that Hollywood is evolving as a destination for
entertainment and tourism. But why two 50-story buildings? It's more appropriate for Manhattan than for
Hollywood.

Please send these developers back to the drawing board and have them plan structures more appropriate
for this part of town. With the W hotel complex and the Hollywood/Highland complex and a score of
other projects, you guys hit just the right note in terms of planning an expansion of our community.
These mega-skyscrapers don't fit in.

Response to Comment No. 33-1

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height, and it should be noted that the Project Site does not have a
height limit pursuant to existing zoning.

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 34 - CONRAD, JACK #1
Jack Conrad
December 8, 2012

Comment No. 34-1

Are you kidding me?

The traffic in Hollywood is already a joke. How much infrastructure are these totally out of scale
monstrosities going to add to our already overburdened city?

Response to Comment No. 34-1

The comment refers to traffic and infrastructure, but does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project. Traffic, public services, and utility systems are all analyzed in the Draft EIR. As such, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.

Comment No. 34-2

Have your artist draw in a reasonable representation of the traffic!

Response to Comment No. 34-2

Traffic generation and intersection impacts are shown in maps in Section IV.K.1, Transportation —
Traffic, of the Draft EIR.

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 35 - CONRAD, JACK #2
Jack Conrad
December 11, 2012

Comment No. 35-1

Thank you for your very kind reply.
From what I've been reading it looks like Garcetti has already sold us out.
Disgraceful!!

Response to Comment No. 35-1

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 36 - CONTI, FABIO
Fabio Conti
December 4, 2012

Comment No. 36-1

As a longtime resident of the Hollywood Hills and a small business owner near the intersection of Sunset
and Vine, I have seen the Hollywood community change for the better over the years.

The most positive change has come through the construction of more residential developments as it has
brought a stable population to the area. The Sunset and Vine project by the CIM Group, for example, has
interjected a new level of activity that has benefited many local businesses like my restaurant Fabiolus.

I support the Millennium Hollywood project because I am confident it will have the same beneficial
impact on the community as a whole. The fears that this project will create gridlock on area streets are
completely unfounded because people who will move here will be doing so to live an urban lifestyle that
involves a lot of walking and taking the subway to get around, not sitting in their cars.

It's time that Hollywood grew up. The parking lots around Capitol Records are the perfect place for
density because the site is close to the subway, the Hollywood Freeway and all kinds of excitement that
people want to be a part of, meaning this development can be absorbed without placing too big of a
burden on the community.

Moreover, by proposing taller buildings, this project would open up the streetscape for more open space.
As one of the densest neighborhoods in Los Angeles, Hollywood desperately needs more open space for
young people like my two sons.

Millennium Hollywood is an exciting project that will be positive for the Hollywood community, and I
am excited to support it.

Response to Comment No. 36-1

This comment is stating its support for the Project.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 37 - COVIELLO, GAIL
Gail Coviello
December 8, 2012

Comment No. 37-1

The public comment period did not allow sufficient time for a traffic study to be prepared by an
independent consultant. Please extend the public comment period to allow for this traffic study to be
included. I think it is crucial to this project. Thank you!

Response to Comment No. 37-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

With regard to conducting an independent traffic study, the Project’s Traffic Study was conducted within
the parameters and approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), as defined in
the Memorandum of Understanding, included as Appendix A to the Traffic Study. The Study concluded
that there would be operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also cumulative
impacts at five study intersections. The Study and subsequent letter from the LADOT dated August 16,
2012, which is included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft EIR, included Project requirements as mitigation
measures to fully or partially reduce impacts.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead
agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. (See CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204). The Traffic Impact Study for the Draft EIR concluded that there would be
operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also cumulative impacts at five study

intersections.
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LETTER NO. 38 - D’ANTONIO, JOANNE

Joanne D’ Antonio
Safety Chair, Hollywoodland Homeowners Association

December 9, 2012

Comment No. 38-1

The Millennium Hollywood Project is the most irresponsible disaster to ever hit Hollywood. These super
high-rises are unsafe (no mitigation for fire, roads and emergency services)

Response to Comment No. 38-1

The commenter expresses concerns that the Project is unsafe and does not mitigate fire and emergency
services. According to Section IV.J, Public Services, of the Draft EIR, the Project suggests numerous
mitigation measures to help offset potential impacts from Fire and Police, including emergency access.
The commenter’s statement that the Draft EIR does not address mitigation for these services is false.

Comment No. 38-2

and unsightly because they dwarfs the historical City of Hollywood and the iconic Capitol Records
Building.

Response to Comment No. 38-2

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 for a discussion on the Project’s overall height.

Please see Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical
Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent
historic Capitol Records building.

Comment No. 38-3

The public comment period did not allow time for an independent traffic study. This must be done.

Response to Comment No. 38-3

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

With regard to conducting an independent traffic study, the Project’s Traffic Study was conducted within
the parameters and approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), as defined in
the Memorandum of Understanding, included as Appendix A to the Traffic Study. The Study concluded
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that there would be operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also cumulative
impacts at five study intersections. The Study and subsequent letter from the LADOT dated August 16,
2012, (included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft EIR), included Project requirements as mitigation
measures to fully or partially reduce impacts.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or requested by commenters. The Traffic Impact Study for the Draft EIR
concluded that there would be operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also
cumulative impacts at five study intersections.

Comment No. 38-4

And where are the plans to upgrade the very old infrastructure for these buildings? The utilities cannot
take this additional burden. Imagine how much more sewage must go through these old pipes?

Response to Comment No. 38-4

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-5 for a discussion on existing and proposed infrastructure.

Comment No. 38-5

I will not vote for a single politician that is currently in office if this goes through. And I will campaign
aggressively against all of them. It is unconscionable to sell out historic Hollywood to developers from
another state. They will make our community look grotesque. And it will be prone to safety hazards.

Up until now the subway helped our area, but now it is attracting greedy outsiders who do not care about
destroying the community. You must have an independent study before City officials make am
irreparable mistake by allowing these buildings to be built and set a precedent for more of the same.

Response to Comment No. 38-5

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts on historic resources, safety, and
aesthetics in Sections IV.C, Cultural Resources, I'V.J, Public Services, and IV.A, Aesthetics respectively.
Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These
comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is
required.

Comment No. 38-6

Height limits really need to be set for the entire community, not just certain streets, to retain a pleasing
look in a safe, responsible environment.
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Response to Comment No. 38-6

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. Please refer to
Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a discussion on the
Project’s overall height. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration
and no further response is required.
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LETTER NO. 39 - DE VARENNES, MONIQUE

Monique de Varennes

December 9, 2012

Comment No. 39 -1

As futile as this message no doubt is, I feel compelled to write it. I've lived within walking distance of the
Capitol Records building, in apartments and houses, for 37 years; I look out at it from my kitchen window
(and, no, the proposed project will not block my view). I've raised my kids in this neighborhood; it's my
home. I'm not an enemy of change -- in fact, I welcome it -- but I have reservations about the Millennium
Project on two counts.

Response to Comment No. 39 -1

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 39 -2

The first is practical. There are so many large developments springing up in Hollywood at the moment --
it seems wrong-headed to greenlight something this gargantuan before measuring the impact of the new
buildings on traffic, antiquated systems, and services.

Response to Comment No. 39 -2

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts related to traffic, infrastructure and public
services in Sections IV.K, Transportation, IV.L, Utilities and Service Systems, and IV.J, Public Services
respectively. Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the
Draft EIR. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no
further response is required.

Comment No. 39 -3

The second objection is aesthetic. The proposed buildings look handsome (though I've been fooled by
renderings before), but they are far too tall, making the iconic Capitol Records building look Lilliputian
and absurd. Something closer to the scale of existing buildings would be far less objectionable.

Response to Comment No. 39 -3

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views.
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Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2))_for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height.
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LETTER NO. 40 - DILLARD, JOYCE

Joyce Dillard
P.O. Box 31377, Los Angeles, CA 90031

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 40-1

You may cover part of the Watershed issues, but have not adapted this document to the requirements of
the MS4 permitting, the Greater Los Angeles County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, the
LA County Sediment Plan and the 200-year floodplain planning by the State Department of Water
Resources.

Response to Comment No. 40-1

This comment expresses a general concern that the Project does not address the County of Los Angeles
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, the LA County Sediment Plan, and the 200-year floodplain
planning by the State Department of Water Resources. As stated in the Draft EIR, the State’s National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program establishes a comprehensive stormwater
quality program to manage urban stormwater and minimize pollution of the environment to the maximum
extent practicable. Pursuant to the NPDES, the Proposed Project would be subject to the requirements set
forth in the Los Angeles County Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). The goals and
objectives of the SUSMP are achieved through the use of BMPs to help manage runoff water quality.
The City has adopted the regulatory requirements set forth in the SUSMP of the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) under the City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 173,494,
therefore, the Proposed Project is consistent with the State Department of Water Resources and the
commenter’s concerns are unfounded.

Comment No. 40-2

We need to know the pollutant loads created for the project and the expected traffic congestion into the
project area.

Response to Comment No. 40-2

The Project’s air quality impacts are discussed in Section IV.B.1, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. The
Project’s traffic generation and intersection impacts are discussed in Section 1V.K.1, Transportation —
Traffic, of the Draft EIR.
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Comment No. 40-3

How is the capacity of the sewers being address on maintenance as well as a capital basis. Other than
scenarios, what are the estimated usages and loads.

Response to Comment No. 40-3

The commenter would like information on sewer capacity and is referred to Section IV.L.2, Wastewater,
of the Draft EIR for information on projected wastewater. According to the Draft EIR, Wastewater from
the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), which has a
remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net increase in
wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent of the remaining
capacity at the HTP. As shown in the Draft EIR, the HTP has enough remaining capacity to
accommodate the Project under the Commercial Scenario as well (which is the worst case scenario), a
fact also confirmed by the City’s BOS. Regarding the commenter’s statement about what loads are
estimated other than the scenarios presented, the Draft EIR presents the worst case scenario for
wastewater usage.

Comment No. 40-4

Will the Tillman Plant diminished capacity affect this project. The diminished capacity is not approved in
the LA Integrated Water Resources Plan.

Response to Comment No. 40-4

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. For
information purposes, wastewater from the Project Site would be subsequently conveyed to the HTP,
which has a remaining treatment capacity of approximately 88 million gpd. The 158,940 gpd net increase
in wastewater over the existing Project Site uses represents approximately 0.2 percent of the remaining
capacity at the HTP.

Comment No. 40-5

We are attached the Final MS4 permit. How will this project be in compliance?

Response to Comment No. 40-5

With regard to the commenter’s question about MS4 compliance, please see Response to Comment No.
40-1 (Dillard, Joyce) above.

Comment No. 40-6

What is the continued mitigation measures for trash and bacteria issues.

Millennium Hollywood Project 111.B Responses to Comments — Individual Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 111.B-183



City of Los Angeles February 2013

Response to Comment No. 40-6

The Project’s solid waste mitigation measures are listed below:

L.3-1 All waste shall be disposed of properly and in accordance with the City’s Bureau of Sanitation
standards. Appropriately labeled recycling bins to recycle demolition and construction materials
including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, bricks,
metals, wood, and vegetation shall be used. The bulk recyclable material such as broken asphalt
and concrete, bricks, metal and wood shall be hauled by truck to an appropriate facility. Non
recyclable materials/wastes shall be hauled by truck to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes shall
be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site.

L.3-2 Recycling bins shall be provided at all trash locations, to promote recycling of paper, metal, glass,
and other recyclable materials during operation of the Project. These bins shall be emptied and
recycled accordingly and consistent with AB 939 as a part of the Project's regular solid waste
disposal program.
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LETTER NO. 41 - DRABECK, KATRINA

Katrina Drabeck
6238 De Longpre Avenue
Hollywood, CA 90028

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 41-1

I want to submit my extreme disapproval of the Millennium Hollywood Project, specifically the height of
the towers. This plan is obscene. Growth in Hollywood should be in line with the aesthetic of the city.
The Hollywood skyline is beautiful and iconic. These towers will dwarf all other buildings and
absolutely ruin the skyline. As a long time Angelino, I love driving the stretch of the 101 and seeing the
Capitol Records building, which would look ridiculous in between these highrises. As a Hollywood
resident, I take great joy in driving down Vine, past all of the beautiful historical buildings - this is about
so much more than just Capitol Records - that make Hollywood so special

Every city needs to grow and change over time to thrive. But that growth needs to make sense. It needs to
have respect and thought to the world around it. (For example, the Hollywood W Hotel was a perfect fit
for the community, aesthetically.) This plan simply does not fit in Hollywood and it would absolutely
break my heart to see it realized. Perhaps the future of Hollywood involves a change in the skyline, but
one this drastic, one that you can not even see past from the hills, one that would impede the view of the
Hollywood sign from the city, is not what Hollywood is to the people who live here. A generic city just
like any other we are not. Please support growth that maintains Hollywood's character. Diminishing the
feel of community that we all enjoy here will reduce the quality of life for current residents and even
impact local businesses.

Response to Comment No. 41-1

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height.

Please refer to Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on the compatibility of the
Project with the adjacent historic Capitol Records building.

Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.
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Comment No. 41-2

In addition, it is hard to understand a need for a residential tower when countless apartment and condo
buildings built in the past few years still sit partially empty. Anyone who could afford to live in a new
building like this would not get out of their nice cars to utilize the subway nearby. Traffic flow in
Hollywood is already bad enough. This would make it a nightmare.

Response to Comment No. 41-2

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts related to population and housing in
Section V.1, Population, Housing, and Employment. It also analyzes potential traffic impacts associated
with the Project in Section IV.K, Transportation. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 41-3

I much more strongly support the 220 ft high version of the project.

Response to Comment No. 41-3

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes height issues related to aesthetics, land use, and project
alternatives in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, IV.G, Land Use Planning, VI, Alternative to the Propose Project.
Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.
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LETTER NO. 42 - DUKE, OLIVIA #1
Olivia Duke
December 10, 2012

Comment No. 42-1

I am OUTRAGED that these ugly two towers are being allowed to be built in Hollywood. We are already
suffering so much from the building that has been allowed to continue. What is it going to take! Nobody
but the contractors want these buildings built. Homeowners are moving out of Hollywood and the state
because of all of the obvious under the table money that is being received by the city from the contractors
building these totally unnecessary Gothic structures that take away from the unique history of the
Hollywood city structure's. Is everyone on drugs? It must be either this or the money that is being
handed over to the city. If you think that someone will not call in an investigation on this I can hardly
believe the lack of thought. It is so obvious to everyone in the Hollywood Hills what is going on. We are
just disgusted. I am thinking of moving after 25 years in the Hollywood Hills. The traffic due to all the
building that has been allowed is destroying our Hollywood Hills area. Thank you.

Response to Comment No. 42-1

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and

consideration.
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LETTER NO. 43 - DUKE, OLIVIA #2
Olivia Duke
December 11, 2012

Comment No. 43-1

Thank you, Srimal, I am sorry to be so curt but please understand the deep frustration that we feel in our
neiborhood. We are totally being disregarded by the city that we pay high taxes to. Our wonderful city
and Hollywood is being destroyed by all of the building that is being allowed. I live up in Beachwood
Drive at Glen Holly. I have to park four blocks away, during the summer people come to blows with the
tourists, the noise level is out of control (there is no longer any quiet enjoyment time) and the traffic out
front on a street that used to be safe to cross is unbelievable. It takes triple the time to get anywhere, even
to the store. There is no parking anywhere. We have gotten no help from the city after repeated requests
and we are all just burnt out and jaded on the lack of care that we feel for our circumstances. We have
gotten no help from Councilman La Bonge's office -- he is up to his ear lobes trying to put out the other
fires that the city has caused. I don't know of one person who supports the building of those two towers --
we are very concerned about the increased environmental impact (on an environment that can hardly take
more) and the biggest thing is the W as well as the surrounding condo's can not be rented out so there is
no need for more. Why then have these awful, un-blending buildings been green lit? It truly makes me
physically ill. T used to love to come home. Now I can't wait to get out. I am thinking of moving after 25
years -- [ have multiple neighbors who already have left the state because of what is happening.

Response to Comment No. 43-1

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential noise, traffic and parking, and population and
housing impacts in Sections IV.H, Noise, IV.K, Transportation, and IV.I, Population, Housing and
Employment respectively. Otherwise, the comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts
of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 44 - DYER, BRIAN

Brian Dyer
1835 Grace Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90028

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 44-1

Below is the text of the attached word document. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact
me at (323) 469-5681.

Response to Comment No. 44-1

This comment is an introduction and does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft
EIR. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further
response is required.

Comment No. 44-2

After reviewing the DEIR, I find some troubling aspects to it, particularly in the design and in the
geological and soils section

Response to Comment No. 44-2

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analysis impacts associated with geology and soils in Section IV.D,
Geology and Soils. The Draft EIR also contains geotechnical mitigation measures that ensure
development on the Project Site is adequately supported and does not significant impact adjacent existing
structures. Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft
EIR. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further
response is required.

Comment No. 44-3

Design: Even though East of Vine is not considered by the Hollywood Community Plan as the
Hollywood Core, as the area west of Vine is, the design elements should be the same. The Pantages
Theatre, which the Millennium Project (MP) will abut, finished construction in the 1930s. This alone
should have extended the core to Argyle and up to the Henry Fonda theatre as the Eastern reaches of the
core. As such, this “theatre district” as the city is already wanting to extol, should follow the design
standards regarding height restrictions that the core has already been adjusted to through the Hollywood
Community Plan.
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Response to Comment No. 44-3

Please see Response to Comment No 14-5 (Hollywood Heritage), Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3,
and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on
the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent structures.

Comment No. 44-4

Geology: The MP DEIR uses the Modified Mercalli scale, which uses people’s impressions about the
intensity they feel during the earthquake. That is fine. However, the DEIR should go beyond and use the
Richter scale as well so the public, in this questioning period, could better understand the DEIR. Also,
the DEIR does not use any report more recent than 2002. Nowhere in the DEIR is the recent activity in
Beverly Hills, on the Inglewood Fault and Beverly Hills Fault mentioned. These faults have, in effect, cut
in two the Santa Monica Fault and the Hollywood Fault, both of which can be triggered by the above
mentioned faults and trigger each other. Cal Tech currently states on their website that the Santa Monica
Fault can reach a 7.0 or higher, in conjunction with another fault. The Hollywood fault, which runs north
of the Santa Monica fault may reach 6.5 or higher.

Response to Comment No. 44-4

The Project’s geotechnical engineering report was completed in May 2012, and is included as Appendix
D to the Draft EIR. The Project will be built with the recommendations of the geotechnical report, which
are listed as Mitigation Measures D-1 to D-10, as well as the latest building codes.

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required. For
additional information regarding fault rupture, please refer to Response to Comment 24-4 (Anderson,
Robert).

Comment No. 44-5

Regarding the liquefaction of soils mentioned in the DEIR, one only has to look at the building of the
Metro Redline, which created a hole in Hollywood Boulevard, when underground erosion due to an
underground stream created a collapse in the tunnel. The water table under the Runyon Canyon park was
also reduced. Nowhere in the study are these incidences mentioned. If the soils and water table on either
end of the project were not discoverable by the METRO DEIR, what is yet to be found with the huge
MP?

Response to Comment No. 44-5

This comment states that the Draft EIR did not mention certain conditions that other projects in and
around Hollywood have found during construction activities. The conditions of the soil beneath the
Metro Redline building and Runyon Canyon Park do not relate to the Project or the Project Site and as
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such CEQA does not require that the EIR for the Project study such conditions. Please see Section IV.D
Geology and Soils of the Draft EIR for information regarding the conditions of the soil at the Project Site.

Comment No. 44-6

Traffic: As already stated in the DEIR, traffic will be impacted. As witnessed by the Project Plan for
Trizec Hahn’s “Hollywood & Highland” the traffic mitigation processes listed on that projects section IV,
, page 13 & 14 (attached document) for neighborhoods has not continued to be implemented. Traffic in
the neighborhoods are already overflowing and causing cut-throughs. Since the project’s Western
boundary includes Argyle, this project will have a heavy impact on the communities into the core, South
of Franklin and North of Hollywood where traffic is already beyond capacity due to clubs, theatres, The
Ford Theatre and the Hollywood Bowl. In the above mentioned Trizec Hahn plan, one of the mitigations
was that Trizec Hahn would provide traffic control officers where necessary. Lack of one is a continuing
problem at Franklin and Highland intersection. Because Yucca, north of the project, from Gower,
traveling West to Highland, is a two lane street, with Historic buildings on either side prohibiting street
expansion, traffic mitigation, without city oversight, will not be handled correctly. As the City does not
have the personnel according to budget and cutting back, this is a bad policy at this time.

Response to Comment No. 44-6

The Project’s Traffic Study was conducted within the parameters and approved by the Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADOT), as defined in the Memorandum of Understanding, included as
Appendix A to the Traffic Study. The Study concluded that there would be operational impacts due to the
Project at two study intersections and also cumulative impacts at five study intersections. The Study and
subsequent letter from the LADOT dated August 16, 2012, and included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft
EIR, included Project requirements as mitigation measures to fully or partially reduce impacts.

The Final EIR includes a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which is used to implement and
monitor the mitigation measures, as well as assigning which City department has enforcement and
monitoring oversight. City budgets and personnel to ensure enforcement is beyond the scope of this EIR.

Comment No. 44-7

Already four North South bound streets, Vine, Cahuenga, Highland and La Brea, push traffic through the
Cahuenga corridor. This traffic pattern should be kept as “friction less” as possible to facilitate
transportation and emergency services. The rail system (Metro Redline) has not alleviated much of this
problem to date. Donald Appleyard’s San Francisco study subsequently put forth in his 1981 book
“Livable Streets” shows how traffic erodes and destroys community which self admittedly the
Millennium Project exacerbate. Traffic levels are a problem. But community and emergency routes need
to be conserved by the city for the greater good of the people, rather than exploited for a short term
solution of a company.
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Response to Comment No. 44-7

See Response to Comment No. 44-6 (Dyer, Brian), above. It should also be noted that the Draft EIR
contains a detailed analysis of potential traffic impacts in Section IV.K, Transportation, which is
supported by numerous technical studies contained as appendices. Otherwise, this comment does not
challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments will be forwarded to the
decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 44-8

For these reasons, I would not want the MP to move forward in its current form. It does nothing for the
community. In fact, it builds its own community where another already exists. It does not encourage
community but divides it. It does not provide solutions to traffic, emergency services and community, but
compounds the problems already there.

Response to Comment No. 44-8

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.
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LETTER NO. 45 - ENGLAND, SUZANNE

Suzanne England
6330 Franklin Avenue, Hollywood, CA 90028

November 30, 2012

Comment No. 45-1

I'm writing to contest the EIR you have approved for the Millennium Hollywood Project. My reasons are
as follows:

Response to Comment No. 45-1

The commenter states she is contesting the EIR for reasons which follow and which have been responded
to individually. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no
further response is required.

Comment No. 45-2

The EIR has not completed a thorough study of the environmental impacts for our area. The
infrastructure will be seriously impacted with all of the additional population created with this project.
The air quality, noise, police and fire response, sewer usage, road wear and increased traffic locally as
well as on the 101 Freeway and Vine Street off ramp, will all be impacted by this project. These things
need further study.

Response to Comment No. 45-2

With regard to the commenter’s concern with the existing infrastructure surrounding the Project Site,
please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-5 (Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (#2)) above.

Air quality, noise, fire response, sewer infrastructure, and increased traffic are all discussed and analyzed
in the Draft EIR in Sections IV.B, IV.H, IV.J.1, IV.L.2-1, and IV .K.

Comment No. 45-3

The access for people leaving the hills in their cars will be seriously affected as well, as traffic will
become even more dense.

Response to Comment No. 45-3

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project would generate additional trips and that significant project-
related impacts would occur at two study intersections and significant cumulative-related impacts at five
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study intersections. This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft
EIR.

Comment No. 45-4

Air quality is of major concern to me. I already get black soot throughout my apartment that overlooks the
city. With the increased traffic, this will also increase.

Response to Comment No. 45-4

The Draft EIR includes a comprehensive discussion regarding the Project’s potential air quality impacts
related to construction and operation of the Project. Please see Section IV.B.1, Air Quality for an analysis
of air quality impacts. To summarize, the Draft EIR analyzes consistency with the applicable air quality
management plan and the Air Quality Element of the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles. It also
analyzes construction related impacts associated with demolition, site preparation/grading/excavation, and
building construction. In addition, it analyzes air quality impacts related to placement of the Project Site
in relation to existing sources of air contaminants (including black soot from freeways) and impacts
related to long-term operational aspects (including increased traffic related emissions) of the Project. For
traffic related air quality impacts in particular, see page IV.B.1-25 of the Draft EIR, which explains how
the CalEEMod Version 2011.1 and the traffic study assumptions were used to calculate potential air
quality impacts. Also, please note that the Draft EIR and MMRP contain numerous mitigation measures
to reduce construction and operational air quality impacts to the extent feasible.

Comment No. 45-5

The noise also concerns me; the increased traffic on the 101 Freeway and the Vine Street off ramp will
bring increased traffic noise and the increased population, night clubs, shops, etc., will bring increased
noise to the area. Peace of mind and quality of life for local residents must be considered in any
community plan.

Response to Comment No. 45-5

The Draft EIR analyzed a logical range of roadway segments in proximity to the Project Site. Aside
from the 3.7 dBA CNEL increase during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario (with No Vine
Street Access) for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard,
no other roadway segment analyzed in the Draft EIR would come close to approaching either the 3 dBA
or 5 dBA CNEL thresholds of significance. Thus, it is logical to infer that roadway segments located
farther from the Project Site (i.e. 101 Freeway) carrying less project-related trips than those segments
analyzed in the Draft EIR would experience even smaller project-related roadway noise level increases.
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Comment No. 45-6

-The population growth needs to be correctly addressed. The need for more rapid transit and density
needs to be studied, based on true population growth, not biased figures.

Response to Comment No. 45-6

The comment addresses population growth and that the Draft EIR needs to accurately address it in its
analysis. The Draft EIR accurately addresses population growth and consistency with regional and local
plans. The Draft EIR states that the Residential Scenario would contribute toward, but not exceed, the
population growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be consistent with regional policies to
reduce urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, reduce regional congestion, and improve
air quality through the reduction of VMT. Overall, the Project would increase the density of residential
uses as identified in the Draft EIR, bringing more housing units closer to major employment centers. This
additional density would be located in an area currently served by public transit (Metro Red Line,
Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423), and would be located near existing
transportation corridors. Therefore, the commenter’s statement is incorrect, as the Draft EIR accurately
addresses this issue.

Comment No. 45-7

-The proposed project removes height limits that were put in place previously. They were put in place for
a very good reason-to prevent over development such as this project and to retain the integrity of the area.
The heights of the buildings proposed are contrary to the elements of the area. Yucca Ave is mainly a
street with low slung buildings, and should remain that way. The skyscrapers and high rises proposed are
so out of place that it is ridiculous! It will ruin the whole feel of the area and the quality of life for local
residents.

-Preserving the quality of life in the area should be of great importance to the City of Los Angeles. In this
case, the residents of the area have been left out of the equation. Yucca Ave, between Argyle and
Cahuenga is a very neighborhood friendly place, with small shops and low buildings, creating a relaxed
place for local residents to walk their dogs, go for a walk, or enjoy the locality. Placing high rises and
skyscrapers here will ruin this whole atmosphere, taking away the friendly neighborhood feel we have,
replacing it with an anonymous "any big city" feeling. It will take our neighborhood away. Creating so
much density in this part of the city, in Hollywood, is detrimental to the quality of life here.

Response to Comment No. 45-7

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height. Also, it should be noted that the current zoning does not
impose a height limit on the Project Site.

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views.
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Please see Response to Comment No. 14-5 (Hollywood Heritage), Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-
3, 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion in
response to the comment that the Project’s overall height is out of place with other buildings in
Hollywood.

Comment No. 45-8

-Hollywood is special, and should be kept that way. The Capitol Records building is one of a kind, and
surrounding it with skyscrapers is incongruent and tasteless. It also reduces the iconic feel of the Capitol
Records building and the area, and diminishes its importance. People come to Hollywood to experience a
unique place; they can go to any city in the world to see glass and steel skyscrapers and high rises. The
views, historic buildings and one-of-a-kind shops in Hollywood are what draw people here; not
skyscrapers, chain stores and restaurants that can be found anywhere.

Response to Comment No. 45-8

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Additionally, please refer to Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on the
compatibility of the Project with the adjacent historic Capitol Records building.

Comment No. 45-9

-Since there is a major earthquake fault at Yucca and Vine Street, it is a danger to build these skyscrapers
in that vicinity. I believe further study should be done on this. In the event of a major earthquake, those
skyscrapers would create a huge problem. Large numbers of people would rush out of the buildings into
the street, creating even more of a challenge for fire and police vehicles to get through.

Response to Comment No. 45-9

For additional information regarding fault rupture and the potential for a major earthquake to occur,
please refer to Response to Comment 24-4 (Anderson, Robert) above.

Comment No. 45-10

-Building with a conscience: [ personally don't understand why the planned development of this
community does not flow with the existing buildings. Should we not think along the lines of creating
buildings that actually work with the classic structures here in Hollywood, instead of against them? If
you must fill in every space with dense construction, can they not at least have similar heights to the
surrounding area, and similar architectural styles? Just think how wonderful that would look! The future
doesn't have to be a Hollywood filled with crappy looking "affordable housing" apartments, cheap-
looking hotels (The W), disparate high rises and skyscrapers stuck in between classic buildings.
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Response to Comment No. 45-10

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 45-11

-Lastly, and apparently not a serious issue for the City of Los Angeles, is the further blocking of the view
of the Hollywood Hills with extremely tall buildings. Part of the charm and attraction of this area is the
Hollywood Hills and the Hollywood sign.

Response to Comment No. 45-11

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 f Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) or a
discussion on the Project’s overall height.

Comment No. 45-12

I care about Hollywood and OPPOSE the current version of the Hollywood Community Plan and
Millenium Hollywood Project. It must be modified to take into consideration correct census data, height
limits, infrastructure, emergency services, public transportation; and to alleviate density and congestion. I
would like to see another EIR performed, but one that takes into account the real figures and problems.
The Los Angeles City Council has rushed this through without considering many things. This is a
dangerous way to go, creating serious problems for the future in Hollywood. We should not rush into
such projects, and should take a long hard look at the affects of projects of this nature on the future.

Response to Comment No. 45-12

The comment is a conclusion statement. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The comment states that
the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts of the Project. The
previous comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the
Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, above.
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LETTER NO. 46 - FERRY, EMILY

Emily Ferry
1958 Vista del Mar, Los Angeles, CA 90068

October 27,2012

Comment No. 46-1

I perused the CD mailed to me by The City of Los Angeles Planning Department with great sorrow and
fear.

This project will spell disaster for the Hollywood area.

Response to Comment No. 46-1

The comment expresses an opinion about the project but does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 46-2

Traffic in this neighborhood has already grown to epic proportions and there are many hours of the day
when it is just best not to leave the house. The introduction of hundreds (if not thousands) of additional
cars will make living in this area impossible.

Response to Comment No. 46-2

The Draft EIR includes a comprehensive analysis on traffic impacts and a traffic appendix. Please see
those documents for a discussion on the Project’s traffic impacts. Otherwise, the comment does not state
a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 46-3

The Cahuenga pass cannot be widened- that is just a fact. The confluence of Hollywood and Vine is
inexorably bordered on the north, and, in essence, on the east, by the freeway which traverses this narrow
throat. What will happen with all those vehicles? The noise! The pollution! The traffic jams!
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Response to Comment No. 46-3

Traffic generation, noise impacts due to traffic, and air quality pollutants are all discussed and quantified
in the Draft EIR. The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 46-4

What on earth are the developers thinking? Who will benefit from these proposed edifices? Yes, some
jobs for construction contractors/workers will be created, but they will be short-term jobs, existing only
for the duration of building. Then those of us who reside in the area will be left, trapped.

Response to Comment No. 46-4

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. Nonetheless, it should be noted that
the Project will create short-term construction jobs and long-term jobs associated with anticipated land
uses and operation of the Project. Please see Section IV.I, Population, Housing, and Employment in the
Draft EIR for additional employment information. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 46-5

And where are the tenants for the housing spaces? There are already many empty condos and apartments
in this neighborhood.

Response to Comment No. 46-5

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. However, it should be noted that the
Draft EIR analyzes population and housing issues in section IV.I, Population, Housing, and Employment.
The analysis assesses the Project in comparison to local and regional growth forecast and related housing
needs. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies
for their review and consideration

Comment No. 46-6

Services? What services will be provided by this development? A gym? We already have one nearby.
More bars? We do not need more of those- our streets are already filled nightly with screaming revelers,
urinating in the street and leaving trash behind.
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Response to Comment No. 46-6

It should be noted that the Draft EIR includes a discussion of the Development Agreement associated
with the Project, which will contain certain public benefits. In addition, the Project includes mixed land
uses could provide new restaurants, enhanced open spaces, and commercial uses that represent an
increase in services available at the Project Site. The comment does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts
of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 46-7

The historic, iconic Hollywood sign and Capitol Records building have already been eclipsed and pushed
aside by new construction. Those are the proud symbols of our neighborhood, the reason that tourists
come to Hollywood.

Response to Comment No. 46-7

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views and views of
the Hollywood Sign.

The Project would retain the Capitol Records Building. Please see Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-
3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on
the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent historic Capitol Records building.

Comment No. 46-8

I understand that Mayor Villaraigosa and Councilman Garcetti are determined to develop areas around the
Metro stops and I do see validity in these desires, but fifty story buildings? And north of Sunset, near the
hills, mired beneath the freeway?

Response to Comment No. 46-8

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes project location within the context of land use planning in
Section IV.G, Land Use Planning. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 46-9

If this project were to become half the height, half the size, and go near Fountain and Vine (Now that's an
ugly intersection!) I would consider supporting it, but under the current description ..... No way, no how,
under no circumstances, never, ever, ever!

Millennium Hollywood Project 111.B Responses to Comments — Individual Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 111.B-200



City of Los Angeles February 2013

Response to Comment No. 46-9

It should be noted that the Project Site does not currently contain a height limitation based on existing
zoning. Also, the Draft EIR analyzes height issues in Sections IV.A, Aesthetics, IV.C, Cultural
Resources, and 1V.G, Land Use Planning. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts
of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 46-10

This is just the first of many letters and the beginning of my protest. Hollywood has been my home for
many years and [ will not relinquish her magnificence without a fight.

Response to Comment No. 46-10

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 47 - FOLB, BRIAN

Brian Folb
Authorized Representative, Paramount Contractors & Developers, Inc
6464 Sunset Boulevard, Suite 700, Hollywood, CA 90028

December 6, 2012

Comment No. 47-1

I am writing in support of the Millennium Hollywood Project.

Our company developed several mid-range height (6-12 stories) office buildings in the late 1960's and
early 1970's during what was considered a. development boom period for Hollywood. Weak economic
conditions slowed things down in the 90's and early 2000's. However, we are seeing a growth trend
starting again now with the resurgence of a significant amount of multi-family housing occurring in
Hollywood and I don't see this trend slowing down in the near future.

Response to Comment No. 47-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy
of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 47-2

Further, the Hollywood Community Plan calls for higher density development around the mass transit
portals and this project is a perfect fit in accommodating this mandate. We also feel the proposed taller
buildings would be appropriate and an asset providing street-level opportunities .for much needed public
open space, green space and linkages to existing and planned green space adjacent to the site. The taller
buildings will also provide the opportunity for a roof-top public observation deck offering visitors
panoramic views of the entire city and the famous Hollywood Sign.

Response to Comment No. 47-2

This comment is stating its support for the Project.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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Comment No. 47-3

On the Economic benefits side, 5900 jobs will be created by this project, of which 2900 jobs would be
involved directly in the construction of the Project. The anticipated $540 million investment would result
in a total economic output of approximately $925 million in L.A. County. At full development, the
business activities generated, including household spending has the potential to provide recurring
economic output of approximately $230 million and $4.3 million in net recurring revenue to the City of
L.A. upon completion. Quimby Fees are an additional benefit.

Response to Comment No. 47-3

This comment describes the economic benefits including revenue and job creation that are projected to
occur with construction and development of the Project.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 47-4

The project also intends to preserve and showcase the iconic Capitol Records Building, by creating open
public spaces around the area of the building, activating the neighborhood and giving people an
opportunity to interact with the famous landmark. The result will create a more public feel to what up to
now has been an isolated, private site, bringing in a new population to energize the area, and fostering an
active streetscape where none has existed in the past.

Please feel free to contact me personally should you have any questions or require any additional
information.

Response to Comment No. 47-4

This comment is stating its support for the Project.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 48 - GEOGHAN, JIM #1

Jim Geoghan
HHWNC Traffic Chair

December 4, 2012

Comment No. 48-1

As the newly elected HHWNC Traffic Chair and as a 27 year resident of Hollywood I protest this move
totally.

The DEIR report is hundreds of pages and most people have yet to read ANY of it.
This must be delayed so people have a chance to READ this enormous document.

Response to Comment No. 48-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 49 - GEOGHAN, JIM #2

Jim Geoghan
6603 Whitley Terrace
Los Angeles, CA 90068

December 8, 2012

Comment No. 49-1

The Mellennium Project at the proposed 54 stories is a MONSTROSITY - I have lived in Whitley
Heights for 27 years - the city should not and cannot approve a building over 540 feet, more than half the
height of the Empire State Building.

This plan taxes our services of water and electricity, the response time for the fire and police department
and will make traffic worse than it is already.

This project MUST be downsized to keep the community livable.

Response to Comment No. 49-1

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height.

The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts to water and electricity in Section IV.L, Utilities and Service
Systems. The Project’s Water Supply Assessment (Appendix IV.J.1 of the DEIR) found that the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) would be able to meet the water demand of the
Project, in addition to existing and planned future uses of the LADWP’s system. Electrical service would
be provided in accordance with the LADWP’s Rules Governing Water and Electric Service.

The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) provided a written response on December 14, 2011, for
Project. That response, by Captain Mark Woolf stated, in part: “The response times to the proposed site
would be within 5 minutes from Fire Station 27. These response times meet the desired response distance
standards of the LAFD.”

The Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) provided a written response on August 16, 2012, for the
Project. That response, by Commander Andrew J. Smith, stated that average response times for
emergency calls for service in the Hollywood Area during 2011 was 4.9 minutes as compared to a
citywide average of 5.8 minutes, and a set standard of seven minutes.

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project would generate additional trips and that significant project-
related impacts would occur at two study intersections and significant cumulative-related impacts at five
study intersections.
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This comment provides an opinion but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. This
comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.
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LETTER NO. 50 GERGER, TERRI
Terri Gerger
December 11, 2012

Comment No. 50-1

(E-mail Subject: How do | see the link online to the Millennium Hollywood Project)
Under consideration and the letters filed to date in response to the DEIR

For

CASE No: ENV-2011-675-EIR

Response to Comment No. 50-1

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The
commenter was informed, by return e-mail, that the Millennium Hollywood Project DEIR is on the
Planning Department’s website and was provided with the link and access instructions.

Comment No. 50-2

Thank you.
How do I see the comment letters that have been filed to date?

Response to Comment No. 50-2

The comment letters will be kept on file in the Planning Department, Room 750, City Hall.

Comment No. 50-3

Aren’t you going to post them online like you normally do?
Thank you for the information.

Response to Comment No. 50-3

The comment letters will be included in the Final EIR and will be posted online when the Final EIR is

released.
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LETTER NO. 51 - GOLDSTEIN, JEFFREY

Dr. Jeffrey Goldstein
UCLA School of Dentistry

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 51-1

It is clearly outrageous that projects like this can be rammed though without appropriate studies impacting
traffic, fire safety, water a sewer preparations and public safety, overall. Where is Tom LaBonge and Eric
Garcetti when it comes to this.

Response to Comment No. 51-1

The Draft EIR analyzed traffic in a comprehensive traffic study according to the guidelines and
parameters of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation.

The Draft EIR included a Water Supply Assessment as Appendix L.1 to the Draft EIR, approved by the
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power to determine that water supplies were sufficient to serve the
Project.

The Los Angeles Fire Department and Los Angeles Police Department were contacted for information as
to response times and demands. Mitigation measures are included to reduce, avoid, and eliminate any
potential impacts to fire and police service.

The Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) was contacted to analyze sewer impacts. Based on the
estimated flow, the sewer system will accommodate the total flow for the Project. As is typical with a
large-scale Project, further detailed gauging and evaluation may be needed as part of the permit process to
identify the most suitable sewer connection point(s). If, for any reason, the local sewer lines have
insufficient capacity, then the Project Applicant will be required to build a secondary line to the nearest
larger sewer line with sufficient capacity.
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LETTER NO. 52 - GOODWIN, JOHN

John Goodwin
President, Galaxy Press

December 9, 2012

Comment No. 52-1

I am writing to signify my support of the Millennium Hollywood Project. My specific reasons more

closely align with the desire to see the continued achievement of Hollywood’s renaissance. One of my
side projects is the annual Hollywood Christmas Parade, for which I am one of the key organizers and my
office is the green room (Hollywood and Sycamore). The intention of this parade is to portray the
benefits of and to drive business and activity to Hollywood (the original purpose of the parade over 80
years ago.) | am thus very supportive of activities which seek to validate Hollywood as a regional center.

Having the Metro Red Line at Hollywood and Vine, makes public transportation a very viable option to
get in and out of Hollywood at this site if visitors choose not to drive.

As a member of the Board of the Hollywood Chamber, there are additional attendant benefits to this
project: namely the estimated 5,900 total jobs created (2,900 jobs in the construction alone) and at full
development, the business activities generated, including household spending has the potential to provide
recurring economic output of approximately $230 million and $4.3 million in net recurring revenue to the
City of Los Angeles upon completion.

Response to Comment No. 52-1

This comment is stating its support for the Project.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 53 - GREEN, WENDY
Wendy Green
December 6, 2012

Comment No. 53-1

As a member of the public who will be very much affected by this project, I want to say that it has been
next to impossible to find out about where it is in the approval process. I just spent half an hour on the
official city website, and called and emailed appropriate parties (as best I could determine) to find out
about that very thing, to no avail whatsoever. The public is not informed. It certainly should be with a
project of this magnitude. I am begging those involved with deciding the future of my neighborhood and
quality of life for more time. Please extend the deadline.

Response to Comment No. 53-1

As defined by Section 15050 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department is
the Lead Agency for the Project. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated on April
28, 2011 through May 31, 2011 for the required 30-day review period.

The Draft EIR Notice of Availability was mailed out to an area 500 foot radius from the Project Site, as
well as to a list of owners and occupants and agencies provided by the City Planning Department. In
addition, the Notice was advertised in the Los Angeles Times on the first day of public review, October
25,2012. The Draft EIR was made available for review on the City’s website and in person at City Hall,
as well as digital copies at local area libraries.

The preparation of the Final EIR (including responding to comments received on the Draft EIR) will be
finished before the entitlement, hearing and approval process. A Notice of Public Hearing by the
Advisory Agency/Hearing Officer is scheduled for February 19, 2013. The notice was mailed out to
owners, occupants, and others, within a 500-foot radius of the Project.

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 54 - GREGORIAN, LUCY
Lucy Gregorian
December 10, 2012

Comment No. 54-1

My dog and I will actually fall for it.

Response to Comment No. 54-1

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 55 - HALLINAN, EDA
Eda Hallinan
December 9, 2012

Comment No. 55-1

It is really hard for me to believe that City Council will approve these two ridiculous buildings in our
small Hollywood community. Change is natural, but there is no one who actually cares about our
community of Hollywood who could approve these two monstrosities.

Response to Comment No. 55-1

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 55-2

How is it possible that city council has not yet protected us in Hollywood by passing building height
restrictions in the Vine corridor?

Response to Comment No. 55-2

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 55-3

How is it possible that there could be a vote on this proposal when there is has not yet been a traffic study.

Response to Comment No. 55-3

A traffic study was prepared and discussed in Section IV.K.1, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 55-4

I urge you to extend the public comment period -- to give time to the community to really see what the
plans are. There was not enough of a public comment period for people who actually live here to make
voice their opinions. Now that these drawings exist let us truly air them and let people know their
opinions count.
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Response to Comment No. 55-4

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.
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LETTER NO. 56 - HODOUS, BARBARA

Barbara Hodous
Berkes Crane Robinson & Seal LLP

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 56-1

I am writing to express my vehement opposition to the ugly and unnecessary high rise towers proposed to
be erected near Vine. A great deal of the appeal of Hollywood (and Los Angeles in general) is that one
can see the hills from many places, even when one is driving in the midst of the Hollywood commercial
districts. This ability to see the land and the beautiful hills, despite the traffic and congestion, is much of
what distinguishes Hollywood and Los Angeles from most other major cities. Hasn’t anyone learned
from the disastrous high rise at Sunset and Vine which sat hideous and unused for years?

Response to Comment No. 56-1

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views.

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 56-2

There is no need for such ugly high rise buildings which will only destroy the city, destroy the panorama,
add to traffic (assuming these monstrosities can be filled, which I doubt) and generally make life more
difficult and unpleasant. This project should be stopped! I am a long-time Hollywood resident,
extremely distressed by such bad decisions on the part of city planners, etc. I will not vote for anyone
who approves such a project.

Response to Comment No. 56-2

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views. Also, please
note that the Draft EIR contains extensive traffic analysis and supporting technical information.
Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These
comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is
required.
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LETTER NO. 57 - HOLMES, MARY
Mary Holmes
December 6, 2012

Comment No. 57-1

As a member of the public who will be very much affected by this project, I want to say that it has been
next to impossible to find out about where it is in the approval process. I just spent half an hour on the
official city website, and called and emailed appropriate parties (as best I could determine) to find out
about that very thing, to no avail whatsoever. The public is not informed. It certainly should be with a
project of this magnitude. I am begging those involved with deciding the future of my neighborhood and
quality of life for more time.

Response to Comment No. 57-1

As defined by Section 15050 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department is
the Lead Agency for the Project. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated on April
28, 2011 through May 31, 2011 for the required 30-day review period.

The Draft EIR Notice of Availability was mailed out to an area 500 foot radius from the Project Site, as
well as to a list of owners and occupants and agencies provided by the City Planning Department. In
addition, the Notice was advertised in the Los Angeles Times on the first day of public review, October
25,2012. The Draft EIR was made available for review on the City’s website and in person at City Hall,
as well as digital copies at local area libraries.

The preparation of the Final EIR (including responding to comments received on the Draft EIR) will be
finished before the entitlement, hearing and approval process. A Notice of Public Hearing by the
Advisory Agency/Hearing Officer is scheduled for February 19, 2013. The notice was mailed out to
owners, occupants, and others, within a 500-foot radius of the Project.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 57-2

Please extend the deadline.

Response to Comment No. 57-2

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.
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LETTER NO. 58 - ILES, ALEXA
Alexa Iles
December 6, 2012

Comment No. 58-1

Please note that a signed hard copy of the extension request letter attached will be mailed with a
signature.

Response to Comment No. 58-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 59 - JORDON, DAVID

David Jordon
6230 Yucca LLC

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 59-1

We are the owner of the property located at 6320 Yucca Avenue which is immediately adjacent to the
proposed Millennium Hollywood project and would be one the properties most impacted by this massive
project. Based on our preliminary evaluation, we are concerned that the DEIR does not adequately
analyze the potential environmental impacts of the project and contains a number of inaccuracies and
false assumptions that does not fully disclose all impacts. Moreover, we are concerned that the proposed
project sets a dangerous precedent by proposing significantly more development than allowed for the
project site under the updated Hollywood Community Plan which created maximum floor area parameters
for the project site that are consistent with adjacent properties. Our concerns include, but are not limited
to, the following:

Response to Comment No. 59-1

The comment is an introduction and states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential
environmental impacts of the Project and contains a number of inaccuracies and false assumptions that
does not fully disclose all impacts. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

With regard to the concern stated in the comment regarding more development than allowed in the
Hollywood Community Plan Update, please see Section IV.G Land Use and Planning of the Draft EIR
for information regarding the Project’s consistency with the Hollywood Community Plan Update. See
Response to Comment 59-14 (Jordon, David) below for additional information regarding FAR and the
Hollywood Community Plan Update.

The subsequent comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies
of the Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, below.

Comment No. 59-2

1. General Comments

e The project description is unclear and seems intentionally nebulous. The DEIR is more akin to a
programmatic EIR than a project EIR, in that it allows for an almost infinite number of use and
square footage permutations, as well as different use distribution and site access schemes. It is
impossible to understand the maximum build out scenario and how it impacts the community. An
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accurate project description is fundamental to fulfilling the purpose of CEQA to inform the
public. This project description fails in that regard. It should be redone and recirculated for
public comment.

e [t is unclear whether the equivalence formula really considers all impact parameters. This lack of
clarity disguises potentially significant impacts and obscures full and accurate public information
about the project.

Response to Comment No. 59-2

The commenter asserts that the Project is not clear and seems intentionally nebulous. The Project
Description in the Draft EIR includes a range of options that could result from the Project. The proposed
Project presents several scenarios with the provision that the final development may be any combination
of the uses analyzed in the Draft EIR. The Project Description is stable and presents the information
required by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for environmental review. It does not intend to be
nebulous.

As described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on Page II-21, “[t]hrough the analysis of
the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential Scenario,
further described below, this Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue
area...” Thus, the most intense impacts from each scenario represent the greatest environmental impacts
permitted for any development scenario for the Project. This “worst-case impact envelope” approach
complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies from the project
described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173
Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 190 (1977)
(elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, provided impacts analysis comprehends all
potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more broadly than the project actually approved).
Therefore, the Project Description in the EIR includes a range of options that could result from the
Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single project.

With regard to the portion of the comment that states that it is impossible to understand the maximum
buildout and impacts, CEQA and the City of Los Angeles provide essential flexibility tools to applicants
so that projects can respond to the ever-changing real estate market and needs of the Hollywood area.
While flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses,
siting, and massing characteristics, the Draft EIR analyzes and discloses all potential land uses, the
maximum FAR (6:1), and all potential environmental impacts. In addition to the identified development
scenarios listed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Equivalency Program would provide development
flexibility so that the Project could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the
build-out duration of the development. Land uses to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged
among the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do
not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts that are identified in the Draft EIR or
exceed the maximum FAR.

Millennium Hollywood Project 111.B Responses to Comments — Individual Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 111.B-218



City of Los Angeles February 2013

It is the intent of the Equivalency Program to allow development flexibility with respect to the buildout of
the Project. Specifically, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the
Project could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of
the development. The City of Los Angeles has given developers a tool to allow the exchange of land uses
among the permitted uses, so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do not
exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR or exceed the
maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR).

Development proposed through the Equivalency Program allows the Applicant to construct land uses and
structures that are consistent with the growth of Hollywood and local economy at the time of
construction. It does not allow the Applicant to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in
the Draft EIR nor does it allow any use to be proposed in excess of the studied impacts. Through the
analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential
Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue area.

Comment No. 59-3

e The Development Agreement is key information that is excluded from the DEIR. The applicant
proposes that the development standards and regulations for the project are established in the
Development Agreement which would serve as the regulatory document for future development.
A Development Agreement is not a tool to create special development standards that in certain
instances propose more lenient standards than the City's zoning code. What the applicant really
wants is a Specific Plan approved via a Development Agreement which is not typically used for
such purposes. If the applicant wants special regulations, the appropriate vehicle should be a
Specific Plan which must be analyzed in the DEIR and available to the public for full review and
comment. Failing to include the draft Development Agreement deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment on the DEIR.

Response to Comment No. 59-3

The purpose of an EIR is to disclose, analyze and propose mitigation for the significant environmental
impacts of a project, and alternatives to the project. Public Resources Code Section 21002.1(a). The
impacts that must be assessed are those that alter the physical environment. Public Resources Code
Section 21060.5.

The CEQA Guidelines authorize an EIR to “incorporate by reference all or portions of another document
which is a matter of public record or is generally available to the public.” 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15150(a).
The Guidelines provide that “incorporation by reference is most appropriate for including long,
descriptive or technical materials that provide general background but do not contribute directly to the
analysis of the problem at hand.” 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15150(f)
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The impacts that are to be analyzed in an EIR are those that result from the actual development of
buildings, structures, infrastructure and other physical changes or improvements to existing conditions in
the project area. The Development Agreement does not itself direct construction or improvements, but
authorizes the project over a defined period of time and provides certainty by precluding further changes
to the land use controls applicable to the project site over the term of the agreement. Accordingly, the
Development Agreement is an appropriate document to incorporate by reference.

The actual physical form of the Project and the dimensions of what changes will occur to the existing
physical environment, are derived from the Development Regulations that the Project must comply with
pursuant to the provisions of the Development Agreement. The Draft EIR clearly discloses the
relationship between the Development Agreement and the Development Regulations. The text of the
Draft EIR provides summaries of pertinent provisions from the Development Regulations in each section.
To provide a comprehensive basis for analyzing potential Project development forms the Draft EIR
includes the full text of the Development Regulations in an appendix.

The CEQA Guidelines further provide that a document incorporated by reference ‘“shall be made
available to the public for inspection at a public place or public building” and “at a minimum, the
incorporated document shall be made available to the public in an office of the lead agency in the county
where the project would be carried out. . . .” 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15150(b). The Draft EIR complies
with this Guideline, since the Draft EIR provides notice to the public on the first page of the Development
Regulations appendix that the full text of the Development Agreement is on file with, and may be
reviewed at, the offices of the Los Angeles Department of City Planning that is acting as the lead agency
for the CEQA review of the Project.

The CEQA Guidelines also provide that “where all or part of another document is incorporated by
reference, the incorporated language shall be considered to be set forth in full as part of the text of the
EIR.” 14 Cal. Code. Regs Section 15150(a). The Development Agreement is therefore not omitted from
the Draft EIR, but is properly included through incorporation by reference as expressly authorized by the
CEQA Guidelines.

A specific plan is not an appropriate means of authorizing the project. Essential to the feasibility of the
project is the certainty and stability of the land use controls applicable to the site over the lengthy term
required for financing, construction and occupancy of the proposed developments. While a specific plan
may provide a set of detailed height, bulk and use parameters for an area as small as the project site, it is
subject to modification or amendment at any time and would not meet this basic criteria for project
viability. A Development Agreement is required to specify, among other terms of development, “the
permitted uses of property, the density or intensity of use, [and] the maximum height and size of
proposed buildings” Government Code Section 65865.2. The proposed Development Agreement for the
project contains, through the Development Regulations, controls on each of these topics.

There is also no basis for the assertion in the comment that the Project should be authorized by a specific

plan because it proposes more lenient standards than the City zoning code. To the extent that proposed
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development features require discretionary approvals pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal Code the
Project entitlement applications make specific requests for these approvals, and each of these is listed in
the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 59-4

2. Aesthetics

e The DEIR concludes that the proposed project would not create a significant shade and shadow
impact. However, the shade and shadow study clearly shows that according to the City's
significance criteria the project would result in a significant shade and shadow impact on our
entitled residential project at 6230 Yucca. This is an undisclosed significant impact that requires
recirculating the DEIR.

Response to Comment No. 59-4

This comment asserts that the Project would result in a significant shade and shadow impact upon a future
but currently non-existing building at 6230 Yucca Street. Section 15125(a) of the CEQA Guidelines
requires that an EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of
the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is
published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective.
This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead
agency determines whether an impact is significant.

As it may relate to the commenter’s assertion that an entitled project should be considered a sensitive
receptor, the Supreme Court has found that “the impacts of a proposed project are ordinarily to be
compared to the actual environmental conditions existing at the time of CEQA analysis, rather than to
allowable conditions defined by a plan or regulatory framework.” (Communities for a Better
Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 320-321). This line of
authority includes cases where a plan or regulation allowed for greater development or more intense
activity than had so far actually occurred, as well as cases where actual development or activity had, by
the time CEQA analysis was begun, already exceeded that allowed under the existing regulations. In each
of these decisions, the appellate court concluded the baseline for CEQA analysis must be the existing
physical conditions in the affected area, that is, the real conditions on the ground rather than the level of
development or activity that could or should have been present according to a plan or regulation.

Applied here, at the time the environmental analysis for the Draft EIR commenced, the property at 6230
Yucca Street was improved with the former KFWB Studio Building. The former KFWB Studio Building
was subsequently demolished by the time the NOP was published, but remained unimproved. To date,
the site still remains undeveloped. A vacant lot does not meet the stated criteria as defined in the LA
CEQA Thresholds Guide to be considered a sensitive receptor for purposes of assessing shade and
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shadow impacts notwithstanding the fact that development is permitted on the lot whether by right or by
virtue of a specific approval.

In accordance with the guidance set forth in the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide, the criteria used to
determine whether a particular land use should be considered a shadow sensitive uses should be based on
the type of land use, the existing conditions of the subject property, and whether there appears to be a
reasonable expectation for a significant amount of direct sunlight on the property. Although it is
acknowledged that the property at 6230 Yucca Street is entitled for and proposed to be developed with a
multi-story residential development, the site remains vacant and does not contain any residential land uses
or occupants. Thus, the adjacent property does not contain any shade and shadow sensitive land uses.

Furthermore, in the event the property at 6230 Yucca Street is developed with residential land uses in the
future, the future inhabitants of this building would choose to reside in this location with the knowledge
of the proposed Hollywood Millennium Project and its proposed building heights, and thus would not
have a reasonable expectation for direct sunlight from the westerly and southerly facing units. The
resulting shadows created by the Project would not constitute a significant environmental impact upon
residential units. The resulting impact from the Project’s shadow patterns would be no different than a
north-facing unit in the same building that receives no direct sunlight throughout the day. Therefore, the
Project’s shade and shadow impacts upon this adjacent property are considered less than significant
pursuant to the environmental baseline and the Project’s potential impacts.

Comment No. 59-5

3. Air Quality

e The project will result in significant long term operational ROG and NO impacts, yet the AQMP
consistency analysis on p. IV.B.I-31 focuses only on CO. This obscures a significant impact
from meaningful public input.

Response to Comment No. 59-5

Page IV.B.1-31 of the Draft EIR regarding the AQMP consistency analysis states, “[a]s discussed in
more detail below, the Project would result in construction and operational air quality emissions that
exceed the SCAQMD thresholds of significance at the project level.” (Emphasis added.) The section that
follows starting on page IV.B.1-35 provides eleven pages of analysis regarding the Project’s ROG and
NOx impacts that exceed SCAQMD thresholds of significance and the mitigation provided. The record
of comments received with ideas on further reductions to the Project’s ROG and NOX emissions
demonstrates that the City has received meaningful public input on the Project’s air quality impacts and
that there is a clear understanding of those impacts. In addition to the referenced section of the Draft
EIR’s ROG and NOx analysis, the AQMP consistency analysis also provides a discussion on both of the
required criteria in determining a project’s consistency with the AQMP. Specifically, the AQMP
consistency analysis discusses the Project’s regional operational air quality emissions, potential to create
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CO Hotspots, the Project’s population, housing and employment impacts, consistency with SCAG’s
Compass Growth 2% strategy, and reductions in the Project’s VMTs through locating density in an area
currently served by public transit (i.e., the Hollywood and Vine Metro Red Line Station, Hollywood
DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423). In other words, the Draft EIR does not just focus
on CO as claimed in the comment.

Further analysis of the Project’s consistency with the AQMP is found in the cumulative impact section on
Draft EIR page IV.B.1-53 to 57. While the Draft EIR has accurately concluded that Project air quality
emissions would, in fact, exceed the project level thresholds, the location and type of such development
projects is equally relevant in determining whether the Project will be consistent with the goals and
objectives of the AQMP. The Draft EIR focuses the Project’s AQMP consistency analysis on these
parameters. Specifically, page [V.B.1-31 and 32 state projects that are consistent with the projections of
employment, population and housing forecasts identified by SCAG are considered to be consistent with
the 2007 AQMP growth projections since the forecast assumptions by SCAG form the basis of the land
use and transportation control portions of the 2007 AQMP. Accordingly, due to the Draft EIR’s
evaluation of the Project against the two criteria for consistency with regional plans and the regional
AQMP adopted by the SCAQMD, the Draft EIR appropriately analyzed the Project’s consistency with
the AQMP and correctly determined this impact to be less than significant.

Comment No. 59-6

e The construction assumptions are not spelled out clearly. Given the amount of excavation, the
PMIO and PM2.5 emissions in Table [V. B-10 and IV.B-11 seem very low.

Response to Comment No. 59-6

The commenter states that construction assumptions are not spelled out clearly and that the emissions
seem low. Pages IV.B.1-35 and IV.B.1-26 of the Draft EIR include a comprehensive discussion
regarding the Project’s construction assumptions utilized in the air quality impact analysis. Specifically,
the analysis details the construction timeline for demolition, site preparation/grading/excavation, and
building construction. In addition, the Draft EIR details the volume of demolition, soil export, and
construction equipment fleet mixes that would occur for each construction phase, including the number of
hours per day.

Additionally, the total PM;q and PM,s emissions disclosed in the Draft EIR accurately reflect the
Project’s potential air quality emissions. It should be noted that Mitigation Measure B.1-1 ensures
compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, which would serve to reduce PM;, and PM, 5 dust
emissions by as much as 61% during the construction phases.

Comment No. 59-7

e The LST analysis on page IV.B.1-44 is based on the SCAQMD look up tables. These tables do
not reflect the most current federal NO, thresholds. Thus, impacts may be understated. The
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impacts should be re-run according to the federal standards and publicly disclosed in a
recirculated EIR.

Response to Comment No. 59-7

As disclosed in Appendix IV.B.1, Air Quality Data Sheets, to the Draft EIR, the Project’s LST mass rates
were adjusted for the revised federal NO, ambient air quality standard (0.10 ppm).

Comment No. 59-8

o There is no LSI analysis for operations. This failure obscures potentially significant impacts.
LST analysis for operations is standard and is included in most City of Los Angeles EIRs. An
LST analysis should be prepared and re-circulated for public review.

Response to Comment No. 59-8

As discussed on page IV.B.1-25 of the Draft EIR, the SCAQMD has developed LSTs that are based on
the amount of pounds of emissions per day that can be generated by a project that would cause or
contribute to adverse localized air quality impacts. However, because the LST methodology is applicable
to projects where emission sources occupy a fixed location, LST methodology would typically not apply
to the operational phase of this Project because emissions are primarily generated by mobile sources
traveling on local roadways over potentially large distances or areas. As discussed on page 1-3 of the
SCAQMD’s guidance document for Sample Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres in
Size (February 2005), LSTs would apply to the operational phase of a project if the project includes
stationary sources or attracts mobile sources that may spend long periods queuing and idling at the site.
For example, the LST methodology could apply to operational projects such as warehouse/transfer
facilities. As the Project would include a mixed-use development and would not include long periods of
motor vehicle queuing and idling at the Project Site, an operational analysis against the LST methodology
is not applicable and thus was not included the Draft EIR. No further analysis is warranted or required by
CEQA.

Comment No. 59-9

e The DEIR at page IV.B.I-52 claims that the project is substantially consistent with the CARB
siting guidelines because most of the residential receptors would be located beyond 500 feet from
the freeway. The project is either consistent or it is not. "Mostly consistent" implies that there
are potentially significant impacts for some residential receptors. These impacts should be
identified and the analysis recirculated.

Response to Comment No. 59-9

The Draft EIR accurately discloses the existing health risks and ambient air quality conditions at the
Project Site and surrounding area due to the proximity to the 101 Freeway. Page IV.B.1-52 of the Draft
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EIR states that approximately 98.6% of the Project’s proposed development area would be located farther
than 500 feet from the 101 Freeway. The Draft EIR does not imply that there would be potentially
significant impacts to some residential receptors. Rather, the Draft EIR clearly identifies impacts on the
Project from the existing air quality environment due to the 101 Freeway as significant and unavoidable.
Specifically, page IV.B.1-53 of the Draft EIR states the Project Site is located in an existing ambient air
quality environment that exceeds air quality standards due to heavy traffic on the 101 Freeway.

It is important to note the CEQA does not require an analysis of the environment’s impacts on a project.
See Response to Comment No. 08-2 (Southern California Association of Governments), which
summarized the case law regarding this issue. In short, the purpose of CEQA is “not to protect proposed
projects from the existing environment” (Baird v. County of Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4™ 1464;
Pub. Res. Code Sections 21061, 21083(b), and 21060.5.) “[C]lourts have recognized that CEQA is not a
weapon to be deployed against all possible development ills.” (South Orange County Wastewater
Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4™ 1604, 1614.) It has a limited role. “The
Legislature did not enact CEQA to protect people from the environment.” (ld. at 17-1618.) “We agree
with [SOCWA v. County of Orange], that the Guidelines [15126.2]... is not an example of an
environmental effect caused by development, but instead is an example of an effect on the project caused
by the environment. Contrary to Guidelines section 15126.2, subdivision (a), we hold that an EIR need
not identify or analyze such effects.... Although the Guidelines ordinarily are entitled to great weight, a
Guidelines provision that is unauthorized under CEQA is invalid.” (Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City
of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4™ 455, 474.)] Still, in good-faith, and as listed in responses to
Comment Letter No. 08 from SCAQMD, the Final EIR includes additional mitigation measures to
address air quality impacts caused by the existing air quality environment at the Project Site.

In addition, the Draft EIR’s air quality impact analysis is supported by an HRA, which has quantified and
disclosed the potential air quality health risks associated with the Project Site location consistent with the
recommendations of CARB and the Department of City Planning. The Project Site is located in an
ambient air quality environment that would expose sensitive receptors to elevated TACs that cannot be
mitigated below a level of significance by the Project. Therefore, the related impacts associated with
exposure to existing TACs were appropriately disclosed as significant and unavoidable in the Draft EIR.
Therefore, CEQA does not require recirculation of the air quality analysis contained in the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 59-10

o The DEIR's conclusion of no significant impacts due to project related TAC emissions at page
IV.B.1-52 is unsupported by any facts. As construction could occur until 2035 and thus expose
sensitive receptors to TACs over a long period, the DEIR should have included an HRA for
construction emissions.
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Response to Comment No. 59-10

The commenter states that the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding TAC emissions are unsupported. The
Draft EIR contains an HRA in Appendix IV.B.3 that provides a detailed analysis of the health risks at the
Project Site due to existing air quality conditions (see page 6 of the HRA). Regarding construction, and
pursuant to the terms of the Development Agreement, construction may occur up to the year 2035, but
that does not mean that construction activities would be continuous from now until 2035. Instead, the
Draft EIR states (page 11-44) that the Project could be developed in one phase or a number of phases; and
that in the in the event the Project is developed in one phase, construction could be complete in
approximately 30-36 months. Accordingly, the Project does not propose long-term and continuous
construction activities at the Project Site from breaking ground until 2035, but rather these activities could
occur anytime between Project commencement and 2035. Thus, while the Project is seeking flexibility as
to when the construction activities could occur, construction related TAC emissions would occur over
short-term and intermediate periods. These types of Project construction activities do not warrant a health
risk assessment because such assessments are based on exposure durations consisting of 30 to 70 years of
continuous 24-hour a day, 7 days per week of activity. Nevertheless, an HRA was prepared to disclose
potential health risks associated with Project Site air quality conditions. In summary, the Draft EIR
includes that appropriate evidence (the HRA) and discloses impacts related to TACs at the Project Site.

Comment No. 59-11

e The mitigation measures, commencing on page [V.B.1-60, are very limited and should be
expanded to include, at a minimum:

0 All construction Tier 4 construction equipment should be used from 2015 on;

0 Non-VOC paints and finishes shall be used;

0 The project should install filters rated MERV 17 or higher;

0 The project should install cool roofs;

0 All outdoor lighting should be LED;

0 The project should maximize solar panel use;

0 The project should install DPM filters on all emergency generators;

0 The project should include EV charging stations and an alternative fuel station; and

0 The project should use only alternative fuel maintenance equipment.
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Response to Comment No. 59-11

It should be noted that the commenter does not raise a specific issue or challenge regarding the adequacy
of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR, but rather generally suggests mitigation measures that could be
applicable to the Project or any other project. In other words, the commenter has provided no nexus
between the Project and the mitigation measures suggested. Granted, an EIR should respond to
comments making specific suggestions for mitigating a significant impact unless the suggested mitigation
is facially infeasible. An EIR need not, however, explain why suggested mitigation measures that are
described in general terms and are not specific to the project are infeasible. Santa Clarita Org. for
Planning the Env't v City of Santa Clarita (2011) 197 CA4th 1042, 1055, 129 CR3d 183. Nonetheless, in
good faith this response elaborates on additional air quality mitigation measures that have been added in

the Final EIR based on specific comments regarding potential environmental impacts associated with the
Project. For example, please see Response to Comment Nos. 08-2, 08-3, and 08-4 (Southern California
Association of Governments), which set forth additional air quality mitigation in response to the comment
letter submitted by SCAQMD.

Comment No. 59-12

4. Geology

e The amount of export appears to be severely underestimated based on the proposed number of
subterranean parking levels. Therefore, construction air quality, noise and traffic impacts may
also be understated. An updated soil export analysis should be required for the Final EIR, and a
mitigation measure should require a final export analysis prior to issuance of building permits
because the analysis will be more accurate when based on construction-level detail drawings. If
the soil export increases, subsequent environmental analysis should be required.

Response to Comment No. 59-12

Site grading would include excavating the West and the East Sites up to 6 levels below grade for the
construction of subterranean parking garage levels and building foundations. As stated in the Draft EIR,
it is estimated that the Project will require the export of approximately 333,515 cubic yards of soil during
the excavation phase. The comment provides no evidence to support its claim that this export figure is
inaccurate. The Draft EIR explains that excavation would occur for approximately 14 months and would
involve the cut and fill of land to ensure the proper base and slope for the building foundations; and that
in total, the Project would require approximately 333,515 cubic yards of soil to be hauled off-site.

Additionally, the Draft EIR discloses that the construction phase includes the construction of the proposed
buildings, connection of utilities to the buildings, laying irrigation for landscaping, architectural coatings,
paving, and landscaping the Project Site. This phase would also include the removal of all trees, walls,
fences, parking related facilities, and asphalt and concrete. In total, approximately 240 cubic yards of site
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improvements and approximately 585 cubic yards of asphalt/concrete would be removed and hauled off-
site.

It should also be noted that in order to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level, the Project
proposes mitigation measures D-1 and D-2 in Section IV.D, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR.
Specifically, these mitigation measures would require the Project Applicant to submit a final geotechnical
report to the Department of Building and Safety prior to any construction work at the Project Site.

Comment No. 59-13

5. Hydrology

e The project will require dewatering, which can induce settlement. However, the impacts on
nearby fragile structures (Pantages, Avalon, Capital Records echo chambers) are not addressed.
There is no substantial evidence in the Draft EIR or its appendices to address the known potential
impact of settlement from de-watering.

Response to Comment No. 59-13

The comment states that dewatering can induce settlement. However, the comment provides no evidence
to support this technical claim. As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would include up to six levels of
below-grade parking on the East Site and the West Site. Construction of the Project would require only
temporary dewatering for the deep excavations for these below-grade parking structures. No permanent
dewatering would be required since the subterranean parking structures would be designed and
constructed to withstand hydrostatic pressure associated with groundwater. As discussed below, the
hydrology and geotechnical studies prepared for the Draft EIR did not conclude that dewatering would
induce settlement to the extent that there would be a significant impact. Thus, the comment is
unsubstantiated.

Additionally, the commenter states that the potential risk to neighboring structures from settlement caused
by dewatering was not addressed. As discussed in Section IV.F, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the
Draft EIR, it is during the construction phase, particularly during deep excavations, that construction
activities may extend below the ground water level and necessitate dewatering. These activities and their
potential impacts to neighboring structures are discussed on Pages IV.F-16 through IV.F.21 of the Draft
EIR. Further, these activities would be addressed via obtaining a permit from the City for the temporary
discharge of dewatering effluent from the Project Site.

Additionally, it should be noted that the Draft EIR contains Appendix D, Preliminary Geotechnical
Engineering Study, which assessed geological and settlement conditions on the Project Site. In addition,
the Geology and Soils and the Cultural Resources sections of the Draft EIR each contain a mitigation
measure (C-2 and D-10, respectively) that requires an adjacent structure monitoring plan that ensures
protection of adjacent historic structures. Those same sections of the Draft EIR (Section IV.C, Cultural
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Resources, pages 1V.C-29 to IV.C-33) analyze potential impacts to nearby historic structures. Thus,
contrary to the commenter’s statement, potential impacts were analyzed and supported with evidence.

Comment No. 59-14

6. Land Use

e The updated Hollywood Community Plan, adopted only a few months, placed a Q condition on
the project site that limits the maximum FAR to 4.5:1 which is consistent with surrounding
properties. The proposed zone change and FAR of 6:1 is not compatible with the Community
Plan and surrounding properties. This reduced FAR was adopted in part to reduce aesthetic and
land use impacts resulting from incompatibly large developments. No substantial evidence
supports the conclusion that the project is consistent with the updated Hollywood Community
Plan.

Response to Comment No. 59-14

With regards to the compatibility of the Project with the Hollywood Community Plan Update (the
Update), substantial evidence exists in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR to demonstrate
the Project’s consistency with the Update. For example, see Table IV.G-4, Hollywood Community Plan
Update Consistency Analysis, on pages 1V.G-37-48, for a detail analysis of the compatibility of the
Project with the relevant goals and policies of the Update. Further, a “Q” condition was placed on the
Project Site pursuant to the Update. The “Q’ condition does not regulate the Floor Area Ratio (FAR), the
“Q” condition places a use restriction on the Project Site to prohibit residential use only. The Project is
consistent with the “Q” condition because it is a mixed use project and would not have only a residential
use.

With respect to FAR, the C4-2D-SN zone corresponds with Height District No. 2. Pursuant to LAMC
Section 12.21.1(A)(2), Height District No. 2 allows a maximum FAR of 6:1 and does not specify a height
restriction. However, the Height District No. 2 classification for the Project Site is further regulated by a
“D” Development Limitation, imposed by Ordinance No. 165,659, effective May 6, 1990. The “D”
Development Limitation restricted the floor area on the Project Site to three times the buildable area of
the lot, or a FAR of 3:1. The Update modified the “D” Development Limitation for the Project Site to
increase the FAR from 3:1 to 4.5:1. The modified ‘D” limitation in the Update also allows for a 6:1 FAR
on the Project Site, provided that a project complies with a few conditions. While the Project Applicant
is requesting that the City remove the “D” limitation from the Project Site', thereby resulting in a FAR of
6:1, this is not inconsistent with the Update because the Update allows for a 6:1 FAR on the Project Site.
Also, the zone change is consistent with the Update because the Project Site retains the Regional Center
Commercial land use designation under the Update and the C2 zone (which is the requested zoning) is an
allowable zone within the Regional Center Commercial land use designation.
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Comment No. 59-15

e The project proposes supergraphic signage and states they are permitted in the Hollywood
Signage Supplemental Use District. The Hollywood Signage SUD was amended which prohibits
supergraphic signs. This error results in a significant land use impact because the purpose of the
amended sign ordinance was to avoid the aesthetic environmental impact of supergraphic
signage.

Response to Comment No. 59-15

The commenter is correct that Ordinance 181,340 amended the Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use
District (SUD). The amended SUD does not allow for supergraphics. Nevertheless, the Project does not
propose supergraphic signs.. Please refer to Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of
this Final EIR, for updated language regarding the Hollywood Signage SUD. Also, the proposed
Development Regulations have been revised to reflect the amended ordinance, with which the Project will
comply. The revised text of the Development Regulation is also listed in Section IV, Corrections and
Additions to the Draft EIR, of this Final EIR. The revised page is also included on the following page.
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IR B e~ PE OF DEVELOPMENT SIGNAGE

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS

11. SIGMNAGE

11.1 Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District

Signage shall be subject to Crdinance Mo. 181340: Hollywood Signage Supplemental Use District
[Amended) pursuant to Section 13,11 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code.

11.2 Modification to Guidelines

Notwithstanding Section 11.1, high-rise signs located within 24 feet from the top of the building and
meeting the reguirements of the Building Code shall be permitted. See fig. 11.2,
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Comment No. 59-16

7. Noise

o The vibration and noise analyses do not account for pile drivers, yet there is no prohibition
against the use of such equipment (see, e.g., Table IV.H-7). Pile driving generates significant
groundborne vibration. Impacts to sensitive receptors such as the Capital Records recording
studios, therefore, are not adequately analyzed.

Response to Comment No. 59-16

It should be noted that the Project will not use pile drivers during construction. Also, please see
Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, which discusses noise mitigation feasibility issues. In addition,
Table IV.H-7 in the Draft EIR does not list the types of equipment or methods of construction proposed to
be used for the Project, but provides a range of noise levels for certain types of equipment typically used
in construction. To ensure the use of pile drivers is prohibited during construction, it is recommended
that the following mitigation measure (MM H-12, below) be incorporated into the Additions and
Correction Section of the Final EIR. This mitigation measure shall also be incorporated into the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) to ensure it is a binding condition of permissible
construction activity.

Mitigation Measure

H-12 Driven soldier piles shall be prohibited during construction. Augered piles are permitted.

Comment No. 59-17

e The DEIR states at page IV.H.1-23 that the construction noise analysis uses the Commercial
Scenario to assess noise impacts as this scenario will generate the most construction and
operational noise. However, the DEIR does not explain why or include a quantitative analysis to
demonstrate this. Therefore, no substantial evidence is included in the DEIR to support this
conclusion. Noise is quantitative analysis and must be supported by quantitative evidence-not
mere unsupported statements.

Response to Comment No. 59-17

The Draft EIR does include a quantitative analysis of construction noise impacts. See page [V.H.23
regarding construction impacts and Tables IV.H.7 through IV.H-9, which provide quantitative noise
levels during construction. That analysis is supported by evidence in Appendix H, Noise Data Sheets. It
follows that the short-term construction noise and vibration impacts disclosed on the Draft EIR are
correctly focused on the worst-case daily impacts. The Draft EIR estimated construction noise and
vibration increases at adjacent land uses based on the worst-case daily mix of equipment and the type of
construction activity. The Draft EIR explains why the Commercial Scenario was used on page IV.H-23
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by stating that impacts under that scenario represent the maximum peak daily construction noise and
vibration level for any of the permissible development scenarios. This statement should be taken with the
understanding and context that the overall size of the Project’s potential buildout would not alter the daily
and peak noise and vibration impacts, but could alter the duration of the construction process. As
explained in the Draft EIR, the thresholds of significance for construction noise and vibration are based
on peak daily increases, and not total construction timeline. Accordingly, while the Project’s overall
construction timeline would have flexibility depending the size or scenario of the Project ultimately
developed, the Draft EIR appropriately disclosed the worst-case daily construction noise and vibration
impacts on adjacent land uses.

Comment No. 59-18

o The DEIR should require the use of noise curtains and reduced hours (especially in the p.m.) as
feasible mitigation to reduce noise impacts on the Pantages and Avalon Theater. Limited hours
would also be effective in reducing vibration impacts on these sensitive receptors. Noise curtains
are a standard and feasible measure to reduce the severity of construction noise impacts. Thus the
DEIR fails to include feasible mitigation to avoid or reduce the severity of impacts.

Response to Comment No. 59-18

The noise reduction actions described in the comment are in fact incorporated into the Project. Mitigation
Measures H-1 through H-11 located on pages IV.H-43 through IV.H-45 of the Draft EIR include
thorough and feasible mitigation strategies aimed at reducing construction noise and vibration impacts on
adjacent land uses. Specifically, Mitigation Measures H-2 and H-10 limit construction hours and require
construction schedule notifications, and Mitigation Measures H-5, H-6 and H-7 require the use of sound
control curtains, muffling devices, and noise barriers. Also, please see Appendix J, Feasibility
Assessment, which discusses noise mitigation feasibility issues.

Comment No. 59-19

e The impact conclusion regarding the Capitol Record's echo chambers at page IV.H.1-30 is not
consistent with the analysis and conclusions of the 6230 Yucca Project EIR. The analysis in the
Yucca Project EIR is substantial evidence that the conclusion in this DEIR is incorrect and
understates potential impacts.

Response to Comment No. 59-19

The commenter claims that the impact conclusion in the Draft EIR regarding the Capitol Record’s echo
chambers is not consistent with the analysis and conclusions of the 6230 Yucca Project EIR and therefore,
the conclusion in the Draft EIR is incorrect and understates potential impacts. It is critical to note that the
6230 Yucca Project EIR and this Draft EIR are for different projects with different development
characteristics and different environmental impact analyses. Simply stated, it is improper to assume (as
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the comment has done) that two different projects would have the same CEQA analysis. Also note that
the commenter does not cite any specific instances or facts that are inconsistent between the two EIRs.

Nonetheless, in good-faith reasoned response an assessment of the two EIRs is summarized here. The
noise and vibration analysis presented in the Draft EIR is substantially consistent with the analysis
presented in the EIR for the 6230 Yucca Project, and where it differs, presents a more detailed and
conservative analysis. Both EIRs identify the Capitol Records Building’s echo chamber as being a
sensitive land use with respect to noise and vibration impacts impacting the operations at the studios.
Both EIR’s conclude that the construction activities would exceed the noise and vibration thresholds
during construction and found that impact to be significant and unavoidable, even after mitigation.

Where the analyses differ, is a result of the specific distances cited as it pertains to the active construction
sites in relation to the Capitol Records Building’s echo chambers. The 6230 Yucca Project EIR cited the
location of the off-site Capitol Records echo chambers at distance of 75 feet to the southwest of that
project site (see page [V.1-11 of the 6230 Yucca Project EIR). The Draft EIR cites a distance of 0.08 feet
between the proposed construction area and the underground echo chambers, which are actually located
on-site (see Tables IV.H-9 and IV.H-10 in the Draft EIR). The 6230 Yucca Project EIR found that the
proposed construction activities would exceed the noise and vibration thresholds identified in the EIR,
and concluded a significant unavoidable impact would occur. The 6230 Yucca Project EIR does not
contain a specific calculation of the anticipated vibration levels at the Capitol Records Building’s echo
chambers. Rather, the vibration levels cited in the 6230 Yucca Project EIR were generic in nature (based
on distances of 25, 50, 60, 75, and 100 feet) and are identified in Table IV-7, Vibration Source Levels for
Construction Equipment.

Similar information is presented in Table IV.H-10 on page [V.H-28 of the Draft EIR, though the metrics
provided in Table IV.H-10 were reported in PPV (in/sec.) and RMS VdB. These metrics are further
defined in the Draft EIR on page IV.H-21. Although not included in 6230 Yucca Project EIR, subsequent
analysis was provided by Veneklasen Associates (April 9, 2008), and submitted into the administrative
record, which noted more specifically that “[t]he expected vibration levels more than likely will be in the
range of 80 to 90VdB which is 40 to 50 decibels above the existing ambient conditions.” The detailed
vibration analysis presented in the Draft EIR, which is based on 0.08 feet of separation as compared to 75
feet, estimated the vibration levels to be 162.0 VdB in the vicinity of the Capitol Records Building’s
recording studios A, B, and C (See Table IV.H-11, Construction Groundborne Vibration Levels at
Sensitive Land Uses — Human Annoyance Impacts on page IV.H-29 of the Draft EIR). For these reasons,
among others, the Draft EIR presents a more detailed and conservative impact conclusion than the 6230
Yucca Project EIR. For additional evidence of the difference between these projects related to noise
impacts, please see Appendix J, Feasibility Assessment, which discusses the applicability of noise
mitigation measures as related to the 6230 Yucca Project and the Project.

Within this context, the Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration
levels that could be experienced on adjacent land uses, including the Capitol Records Building’s echo
chambers. Specifically, page IV.H-30 of the Draft EIR states that construction impacts would produce
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potentially significant impacts with respect to human annoyance and disrupting existing studio recording
operations. The Project’s physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing environment (i.e.,
the Capitol Records Building’s underground echo chambers) were disclosed in the Draft EIR as
significant and unavoidable. Please see Response to Comment 81-18 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) and 19-6
(Los Angeles Conservancy) for additional information regarding impacts on the echo chambers.

Comment No. 59-20

e Page IV .H.I-30 discloses vibration levels at the Pantages, Avalon Theater and the Art Deco
storefronts of that exceed the building damage significance threshold by 3250%. The vibration
levels at the echo chambers will be almost 4000 times beyond the significance threshold. The
DEIR nonetheless concludes a less than significant impact with mitigation. However, Measure
H-11 merely requires the applicant to perform all work in a manner that does not damage these
structures, without explaining how this can be done. This vague mitigation measure is inadequate
because it neither prescribes a specific measure nor sets a performance standard relative to
damage. Furthermore, damage is not the only consideration. These uses are sensitive receptors
because vibration can also cause disruption to their operation. The DEIR is devoid of adequate
disruption analysis. The DEIR should include analysis demonstrating how such damage can be
avoided, amended to adequately analyze potential disruption impacts, and then re-circulated for
public review.

Response to Comment No. 59-20

The Draft EIR adequately addresses construction related vibration impacts both in terms of potential to
damage buildings and in terms of human annoyance impacts (disruption to land use operations). With
respect to building damage impacts from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 provides a
thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure building damage impacts would be
mitigated to less than significant levels.

With respect to human annoyance and potential disruption to adjacent land uses, page IV.H-29 of the
Draft EIR states that because potential construction vibration levels at the identified sensitive off-site
receptors would exceed the FTA’s annoyance thresholds, potential construction groundborne vibration
impacts at off-site receptors 3, 8, 11, 16, and 17 would be significant and unavoidable. As such, the Draft
EIR discloses impacts related to use and physical disturbance of identified resources. For reference,
Table IV.H-11 of the Draft EIR identifies these receptors as multi-family residences, the Pantages
Theater, the Avalon Theater (formerly the Hollywood Playhouse), the Capitol Records Building
underground echo chamber, and the Capitol Records Recording Studios A, B and C. The Draft EIR then
proposes mitigation for vibration related impacts.

With respect to building damage impacts from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 provides
a thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure building damage impacts would be
mitigated to less than significant levels. Mitigation Measure H-11 specifically sets performance standards
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for the adjacent structure monitoring plan. Mitigation measures may specify performance standards that
would mitigate a significant impact and that might be achieved in various ways. 14 Cal Code Regs
§15126.4(a)(1)(B). If it is not practical to define the specifics of a mitigation measure when the EIR is
prepared, the agency may defer formulation of the specifics pending further study if the mitigation
measure describes the options that will be considered and identifies performance standards. See San
Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr., 149 CA4th at 671; Endangered Habitats League, 131 CA4th at 794; Defend
the Bay v City of Irvine (2004) 119 CA4th 1261, 1275, 15 CR3d 176.

While the performance standards in Mitigation Measure H-11 are not quantitative since it does not rely on
a specific prevention of some specific amount of noise or vibration, it is stated as an absolute qualitative
commitment “not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures.”
Substantial evidence for the effectiveness of this commitment is provided by the monitoring program,
described in detail within Mitigation Measure H-11. This program will, at a minimum, use licensed
qualified experts to detect all vibration as well as vertical and horizontal movement at elevation and
lateral monitoring points on adjacent buildings and structures. As part of this commitment, “work will
stop in the area of the affected building” if vibration or structural crack or movement thresholds are
exceeded, and not resume until “measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building.” In addition,
the structure monitoring program must include “vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring
points, crack monitors and other instrumentation to protect adjacent buildings from construction-related
damage. In other words, Project construction activities must conform to the performance standards set in
Mitigation Measure H-11 or else work would stop to avoid damage to structures. Thus, the Draft EIR has
properly identified mitigation that reduces the potential impacts of the Project.

Comment No. 59-21

o Table IV.H-13 shows a cumulative noise increase along Argyle between Yucca and Hollywood
of over 3 dBA CNEL under the various development and access scenarios, but concludes that the
impact will not be significant. However, the Pantages is located adjacent to this roadway
segment, and at over 65 dBA the noise levels would be considered to be "clearly unacceptable"
for this use. Therefore, the DEIR should have applied the more restrictive 3 dBA threshold and
conclude the impact to be significant. This failure disguises a significant impact under the correct
significance threshold. Applying the correct threshold would result in a significant impact.
Therefore the DEIR should be corrected and this significant impact disclosed and recirculated for
public review.

Response to Comment No. 59-21

As shown in Table IV.H-13 of the Draft EIR, the existing estimated noise level for the roadway segment
of Argyle Avenue between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard is 65.5 dBA CNEL. The Pantages
Theater, which fronts this roadway segment on the building’s east side, is currently exposed to these
exterior noise levels which are considered “clearly unacceptable” for land use operations containing
auditoriums, concert halls, and amphitheaters according to the information provided in Table IV.H-6 of
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the Draft EIR. In reviewing all possible development and access scenarios analyzed in Table IV.H-13 of
the Draft EIR, the future year 2035 without project development scenarios could result in a noise level at
this roadway segment of 68.3 dBA CNEL.

Thus, the Pantages Theater is located along a roadway segment with noise levels that are already “clearly
unacceptable” under existing conditions without the Project, and would continue to be subject to elevated
and potentially incompatible noise levels without the Project in the future year 2035. These noise level
increases would occur as a result of related projects and ambient growth unrelated to the Project. The
Project’s contribution to these noise level increases would be a maximum of 0.4 dBA CNEL under the
Horizon Year 2035 With Project category for the Maximum East Site Development Scenario (No Vine
Street Access). This increase would not exceed the 3.0 dBA threshold of significance for project level
impacts. As such, the Draft EIR adequately disclosed the Project’s potential operational roadway noise
impacts and no further response is required.

Comment No. 59-22

8. Public Services

e As there is no guarantee that the library fee imposed as mitigation will be used on local libraries,
and no quantitative analysis showing that the amount will be sufficient to mitigate impacts even if
spent locally, the DEIR should have found a significant impact. Any mitigation imposing a fee
must show that the amount of the fee will reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels and
further show that a mechanism is in place to use the funds for the prescribed mitigation. The
mitigation in the DEIR fails to include either of these requirements.

Response to Comment No. 59-22

The commenter states that there is no guarantee that the library fee imposed as mitigation would be used
by the libraries, however, as discussed to Section I'V.].5, Public Services - Libraries, of the Draft EIR, the
Los Angeles Public Library (LAPL) themselves have recommended that the Project Applicant pay $200
per capita based on the projected residential population of the Project development to offset potential
impacts from Project implementation. See Appendix J.5 of the Draft EIR. In accordance with Section
15130(a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a project’s contribution to cumulative impacts is less than
cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation
measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.

Furthermore, according to the LAPL, the funds from these fees would be used for staff, books, computers,
and other library materials. See Appendix J.5 of the Draft EIR. The commenter also states that the Draft
EIR must show that a mechanism is in place to use the funds, however, does not provide why this is
necessary per CEQA. Nevertheless, funding for specific branch projects is provided by bond measures
presented to voters. Additionally and separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project would contribute
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tax revenue to the City’s General Fund through development. Regular funding of the operation of the
LAPL system comes from the General Fund and fluctuates with City priorities.

Comment No. 59-23

e The DEIR does not acknowledge the significant cumulative impact regarding solid waste due to
limited landfill capacity. A quantitative cumulative analysis of solid waste capacity is necessary
and required. The draft EIR should be amended and recirculated with this analysis.

Response to Comment No. 59-23

The commenter states that a cumulative significant impact would occur with regards to landfill capacity,
however, the commenter fails to identify how or why this would occur. According to Section IV.L.3,
Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste, of the Draft EIR, the overall quantity of construction and
demolition debris generated during the construction lifetime of the related projects, combined with the
construction debris from the Project, would constitute approximately 0.4 percent of the remaining
capacity of 9.4 million tons at Peck Road Gravel Pit, the inert waste landfill serving the County. Of the
0.4 percent, the Project would represent 0.08 percent. Additionally, the EIR states that the Sunshine
Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills have a remaining available daily intake of 9,947 tons per day
(tpd). The cumulative solid waste generation shown in Table IV.L.3-7 of Section IV.L.3, Utilities and
Service Systems - Solid Waste, of the Draft EIR, would represent approximately 0.17 percent of the
remaining combined daily intake capacity at the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. As
shown in the Draft EIR, the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills have adequate capacity for
the related projects and the Project, and there is no need to recirculate the Draft EIR, as the commenter
notes.

Comment No. 59-24

9. Recreation

e The DEIR does not acknowledge the significant cumulative impact on parks due to the shortfall
in existing parkland per the City's standard. A quantitative cumulative analysis of parks and
recreation impacts is necessary and required. The DEIR should be amended and recirculated with
this analysis.

Response to Comment No. 59-24

The commenter states that a cumulative significant impact would occur with regards to parkland, but fails
to identify how or why this would occur. As discussed in Section 1V.J.4, Public Services - Parks and
Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the City imposes Quimby fees and Park and Recreation fees pursuant to
LAMC Section 17.12 and LAMC Section 21.10.3, respectively, based on the number of units proposed
within a project to help offset potential project and cumulative environmental impacts.
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In accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 15130 subdivision (a)(3), a project’s contribution to
cumulative impacts is less than cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund
its fair share of a mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. The fees
are established to be proportionate to a project's demand for recreation and park facilities, as the demands
for such facilities are primarily based on residential population of a given area. As discussed in Section
IV.J.4, Public Services-Parks and Recreation, of the Draft EIR and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15130 subdivision (a)(3), the Project’s impacts would not be considered cumulatively considerable, as
these fees are mandatory and proportionate based the Project’s residential density. See pages IV.J.4-16-
17. Thus, the Draft EIR does not need to be amended and recirculated.

Comment No. 59-25

10. Traffic

e The project may include a significant amount of retail (the concept plan refers to 100 KSF) but
there is no midday Saturday traffic analysis (retail uses tend to experience peak generation at that
time). This failure not only disguises a potentially significant impact, but also deviates from the
standard established in other City EIRs. A quantitative analysis of weekend traffic impacts is
necessary and required. The DEIR should be amended and recirculated with this analysis.

Response to Comment No. 59-25

Although traffic impacts will be greater during peak commute hours, Saturday peak hour trip generation
was calculated to respond to the comment and for further clarity. The Saturday peak hour trip generation
was calculated using the same procedures as for the peak commute hour trip generation calculations in the
Traffic Study. The peak hours of all Project uses were assumed to coincide (e.g. Saturday trips to the
Health Club, Offices and Restaurants all peak at the same time). The calculation shows that, even with
conservative assumptions and using the Commercial Scenario, the net Project trips at area intersections
would be 19% lower at the peak on Saturdays than PM peak commute hour during weekdays. See
Appendix C, Saturday Project Trip Generation, attached hereto.

Also, please see Response to Comment 09-48 (Southern California Association of Governments) for
additional information.

Comment No. 59-26

e The existing traffic conditions in Table IV.K.1-3 show only one intersection operating at LOS E
and none at LOS F. Recent EIRs for other projects (e.g., NBCU and Hollywood & Gower) show
the same intersections to be much more congested, in some case three levels of service worse.
These other EIRs are substantial evidence of more sever impacts than are disclosed in this EIR.
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Response to Comment No. 59-26

The comment states that recent EIRs for other projects show intersections to be more congested under
existing conditions and thus there are more severe impacts than disclosed in the Draft EIR. The comment
is not specific regarding the study intersections with which the Commenter is concerned. The traffic
counts were conducted in 2011 during normal weekdays when the majority of schools were in session, as
called for in the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012. The traffic counts for the
NBC Universal project, which is referred to by the Commenter, are from 2006 and the traffic counts for
the Hollywood & Gower project, also referred to by the Commenter, are from 2007. Volumes can
fluctuate over a 4-5 year period for a variety of reasons. Traffic counts taken in 2006 and 2007 are no
longer current or accepted as accurate, and cannot be considered substantial evidence of more severe
impacts than are disclosed in the Draft EIR. To reflect the most current traffic conditions, traffic counts
are required by the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012, to be collected within 2
years from when the traffic study is initiated. As such, the traffic counts from those projects no longer
accurately reflect traffic volumes at a given intersection.

Comment No. 59-27

o The internal capture rates in Table IV.K.1-4 lack support. LADOT relies on ITE studies from
Florida from the early 90's. These studies are out dated and were limited to 3 land uses. The
DEIR must justify the internal capture rates used to avoid undercounting trips.

Response to Comment No. 59-27

The Comment claims that the internal capture rates lack support and the Draft EIR must justify the
internal capture rates. Trip reductions related to the Project are expected to occur as a result of “multi-
purpose” or “internal” trips within the Project Site. Internal trips are most likely to occur at mixed-use
developments containing a variety of uses. For example, residents, hotel guests and/or office workers are
expected to use on-site retail, sports/fitness club and restaurants, reducing trips to and from a project.

ITE studies provide the most reliable source for quantifying these trip generation adjustments. The ITE
Trip Generation Manual (8" Edition, 2008) was used for the Traffic Study. The studies used for the
national publication have been determined to be appropriate for use in the City of Los Angeles. Based on
the observed trip generation for mixed-use areas of Los Angeles and elsewhere, LADOT has for
numerous traffic studies determined that internal trip making is an appropriate factor to be considered.
However, to be conservative, the rates used in the Traffic Study and Draft EIR are lower than those
recommended in the Trip Generation Manual.

In order to further address the comment, data collected at Legacy Town Center (a mixed-use
development) by the Texas A & M University, Texas Transportation Institute for the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) -- Internal Trip Capture Estimator For Mixed-Use Developments, FHWA,
February 2010 -- was compared to the Traffic Study assumptions. The following table compares the
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FHWA study results with the Traffic Study assumptions for the support uses. (The residential and office
uses internal trip calculations are based on balancing the support use trips rather than percentage
assumptions.)

FHWA Study

Traffic AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Use Study | Entering Entering | Entering | Entering
Retail 15% 25% 37% 30% 61%
Restaurant 15% 6% 9% 32% 34%
Hotel 5% 3% 9% 36% 38%
Sports/Fitness 15% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Club'
1 Not listed as a use for Legacy Town Center in the FHWA Study.

The only comparison where the assumed average is above the measured average rate for a peak hour is
restaurants during the AM peak hour. The AM peak hour for restaurants accounts for less than 1% of the
daily Project traffic while the PM peak hour accounts for over 8% of the daily Project traffic. The PM
measured percentages from the FHWA study are over twice the assumed percentage in the Traffic Study.

In summary, the FHWA study rates were measured within the last decade and the comparison table shows
the assumed rates are conservative compared to the measured rates. This comparison confirms that the
rates approved by LADOT and used in the Traffic Study are conservative.

Comment No. 59-28

o The table in the traffic study used to calculate the net project trips appears to use lower trip
generation rates for residential and sports club uses than the ITE rates on which they were
purportedly based (see also Table IV.K-5). This failure not only disguises a potentially
significant impact, but also deviates from the standard established in other City EIRs. A
quantitative analysis of traffic impacts using the ITE rates is necessary and required. The draft
EIR should be amended and recirculated with this analysis.

Response to Comment No. 59-28

The comment asserts that lower trip generation rates than the ITE rates appear to be used to calculate the
net project trips related to residential and sports club uses. The Traffic Study and the Draft EIR used ITE
equations, not rates, for the residential and sports club uses. The ITE Trip Generation Manual provides
trip generation equations and rates for Apartment as Land Use 220 and Health/Fitness Club as Land Use
492. As shown in Appendix D of the Traffic Study in Appendix [V.K.1 of the Draft EIR, the equations
(rather than the rates) from the ITE Trip Generation Manual were used for the traffic generation estimates
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for the residential and health club uses. The equations, instead of the rates, were selected and agreed to
by LADOT because the coefficient of determination (R?) value for the given equations exceeds 0.77 for
both AM and PM peak hours, which demonstrate that the equations are a good fit for the Project data, and
the values are within the range of the data. The high R* value demonstrates that the equations are more
reliable than rates given the Project component sizes are within the data range. See Response to
Comment 81-11 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for further clarification. As such the trip generation related to
residential and sports club uses is considered appropriate, no potentially significant impacts are disguised,
and the Draft EIR does not need to be amended and recirculated.

Comment No. 59-29

e Page IV K.I-26 uses a single set of trip distribution assumptions, despite the fact that the mix of
uses can vary dramatically under the equivalency program. It is likely that the individual land
uses would have different distribution patterns, so that varying the overall mix would cause the
distribution to change. Because the project description is vague and ambiguous as to the mix of
uses, the DEIR is flawed by its failure to analyze traffic impacts under a similarly wide array of
potential uses.

Response to Comment No. 59-29

As shown in Figures 5(a) to 5(c) of the Traffic Study, Appendix K.l of the Draft EIR, separate trip
distributions were used for the Residential, Office and Non-Office Commercial components. Additional
analysis of traffic impacts due to the Residential Scenario and the Concept Plan has been conducted to
clarify and amplify the traffic impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The analysis utilized the separate by
component trip distributions developed for, and used in, the Traffic Study and demonstrates that
significant impacts would not occur other than at those intersections identified in the Draft EIR. See
Appendix E, Final EIR Added Intersection Analysis, attached hereto.

Also, to further ensure that the development remains within the range of impacts analyzed, a separate AM
and PM Trip Cap has been established. As such, the development to be built cannot exceed the peak AM
trips studied or the peak PM trips studied. Please see Response to Comment No. 09-41 (AMDA) for
additional information on the revised Trip Cap.

Please also see Response to Comment Nos. 09-29, 09-32, and 09-34 (AMDA) for additional information.

Comment No. 59-30

Table IV.K.I-6 establishes a trip cap based on adding up a.m. and p.m. trip numbers for various uses. It is
not appropriate to combine a.m. and p.m. peak hour trips, since the traffic impacts must be assessed
separately for each peak hour under longstanding City methodology. This failure not only disguises a
potentially significant impact, but also deviates from the standard established in other City EIRs. A
quantitative analysis of traffic impacts by separating am and pm peaks is necessary and required. The
DEIR should be amended and recirculated with this analysis.
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Response to Comment No. 59-30

The comment states that it is not appropriate to combine am and pm peak hour trips for the trip cap since
traffic impacts must be assessed separately for each peak hour under longstanding City methodology.
First, the Traffic Study complies with the LADOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, May 2012 and
is thus consistent with longstanding City methodology. Further, the traffic impacts were assessed
separately for AM and PM peak hours. Please see Table IV.K.1-14 for the Project traffic impacts under
Existing (2011) conditions on pages 1V.K.1-48-50 and Table IV.K.1-18 for the Project traffic impacts
under Future (2020) conditions on page IV.K.1-75 t-77 of Section IV.K 1, Traffic-Transportation, of the
Draft EIR. These tables show that each intersection was analyzed for both the AM and PM peak period
separately for Existing (2011) Plus Project and Future (2020) Plus Project conditions.

However, to further ensure that the development remains within the range of impacts analyzed, a separate
AM and PM Trip Cap has been established. As such, the development to be built cannot exceed the peak
AM trips studied or the peak PM trips studied. Please see Response to Comment No. 09-41 (AMDA) for
additional information on the revised Trip Cap.

Comment No. 59-31

o Table IV .1.-7 uses light industrial trip rates as a proxy for construction traffic. This appears to be
a novel first-time approach that no other City EIR has taken. This failure not only disguises a
potentially significant impact, but also deviates from the standard established in other City EIRs.
A quantitative analysis of construction traffic impacts by using passenger car equivalencies for
each construction truck trip is necessary and required. The draft EIR should be amended and
recirculated with this analysis.

Response to Comment No. 59-31

The comment states that the analysis of construction trips disguises potentially significant impacts,
deviates from other City EIRs, and should analyze passenger car equivalencies for each construction truck
trip. As shown in/on page 1V.K.1-33 of Draft EIR passenger car equivalencies (PCE) of 2.5 were used
for the construction truck trips. The ITE rate for Light Industrial use (LU 110) was used for construction
employees as the commute patterns of construction workers also needs to be included in a construction
analysis. Those trips would be similar to the typical industrial workers because the mode use and
start/end times of the construction related work during construction periods are most similar to the Light
Industrial uses. Therefore, the daily, AM and PM peak hour trip rates used for determining the Project’s
non delivery/haul vehicle trip generating potential per construction worker are considered to be
approximately the same or less than the per employee rates developed for Light Industrial uses and thus
appropriate for use in the analysis

As shown in Appendix D of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR, the summation of the
construction work trips and the PCE conversion of the truck trips is lower than the Project build-out trip
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generation analyzed in the Traffic Study. As shown in the detailed intersection by intersection
construction analysis, Appendix D, Updated Construction Traffic Impacts Including Individual
Intersection Impact Analyses, attached hereto, the construction traffic would significantly impact fewer
study intersections compared to the Project and no intersections not identified in the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 59-32

e It is not clear how the trip computation factors in Table IV .K.I-8 were derived. Moreover, it is
unclear whether the analysis considers ballroom or meeting room space in the hotel. The
vagueness of this analysis denies the public a meaningful opportunity to comment and disguises
potentially significant impacts.

Response to Comment No. 59-32

The comment states that it is unclear how the trip computation factors in Table IV.K.1-8 were derived.
The rates in Table IV.K.1-8 were developed based on Table 5, Project Trip Generation, in the Traffic
Study, which is Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR. The rates take the adjustments for each individual use
into account.

The comment also states that it is unclear whether ballroom or meeting room space was considered in the
analysis of the hotel use. The trip generation rates used for the Project’s hotel uses were based on The
ITE Trip Generation Manual, gt Edition, 2008, which includes the following definition for hotel uses on
page 570:

“Hotels are places of lodging that provide sleeping accommodation and supporting facilities such
as restaurants, cocktail lounges, meeting and banquet rooms or convention facilities, limited
recreational facilities (pool, fitness room), and/or other retail and service shops.”

The Project proposes standard ancillary facilities proportionate to the size of the hotel, which comply with
the ITE Trip Generation code definition. Separate trip generation for hotel accessory uses is not
considered appropriate. Thus, the analysis does not deny the public meaningful opportunity to comment
and discloses potentially significant impacts.

Comment No. 59-33

o Pages IV .K.1-44 discloses long term lane closures during construction on Argyle, Vine, Ivar and
Yucca, but finds a less than significant impact since the closures would not completely block all
traffic lanes in any direction. The DEIR should have found the impact to be significant due to the
amount and duration of the lane closures. At a minimum, the DEIR should have considered
whether the rerouting of traffic due to these closures would have significant impacts at local
intersections. This failure not only disguises a potentially significant impact, but also deviates
from the standard established in other City EIRs. A quantitative analysis of traffic impacts
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resulting from reducing traffic flow to one lane is necessary and required. The DEIR should be
amended and recirculated with this analysis.

Response to Comment No. 59-33

The temporary construction staging on the surrounding street segments will temporarily restrict the
Project Site adjacent on-street parking, and the lay down area will not be in travel lanes. Rerouting of the
current and future traffic is considered to be nominal due to the temporary nature of any restriction, the
restriction mainly being limited to the on-street parking lane, and one travel lane being maintained in each
direction at all times. Please refer to pages IV.K.1-38 and IV.K.1-39 of Section IV.K.1, Transportation -
Traffic, of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the Project construction temporary roadway closures traffic
impacts.

Comment No. 59-34

e Table IV.K.I-14 discloses significant impacts at the northern edge of the study area. The analysis
should be expanded to confirm that there are no significantly impacts intersections beyond this
edge. Whenever a significant impact occurs at the edge of the study area, that impact provides
substantial evidence of potentially significant impacts outside the study area. The traffic study
should be revised to a larger geographic area and recirculated.

Response to Comment No. 59-34

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR shows that there are significant impacts at the edge of the study
area and thus the traffic study should be revised to a larger geographic area. As per standard City of Los
Angeles procedures, the study area for the Traffic Study was selected in consultation with LADOT. The
Traffic Study locations selected were those locations at which the Project traffic impacts may be
significant and substantial. The locations at which traffic impacts may be significant are the critical
capacity constraints of the area roadway system. For the Hollywood area roadway system the capacity
constraints are the freeway links and the signalized intersections. The more minor (STOP controlled)
intersections were determined not to constrain the system capacity. In general, the northbound US-101
Freeway ramps (or an associated intersection) form the northern boundary of the agreed-to study area.
The Hollywood Freeway was selected as the northern boundary because most of the Project trips directed
northward will utilize this facility, especially with limited surface routes to the north. The Project trips
remaining on surface streets will be intercepted trips to and from the neighborhood areas rather than
added trips.

The intersection of Franklin Avenue and Argyle Avenue/US-101 Freeway Northbound On-Ramp is one
of two significantly impacted intersections located on the north edge of the study area. More than twice
as many northbound Project trips will be turning left or right during the peak hours as will be traveling
north from this intersection. In addition, as shown on the Figure IV.K.1-3 on page IV.K.1-17 for the AM
peak hour and Figure [V.K.1-4 on page IV.K.1-19 of Section IV.K 1, Traffic-Transportation, of the Draft
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EIR, the counts collected for the Project show that the traffic along Argyle Avenue north of US-101
Freeway is substantially lower than those south of the freeway — 361 versus 656 trips during AM peak
hour and 276 versus 916 trips during PM peak hour. Therefore, the US-101 Freeway forms the study
boundary as agreed-to with LADOT and significant impacts are not anticipated to occur beyond the
boundary.

The other intersection on the north study area boundary with a significant impact before mitigation is the
intersection of Franklin Avenue and Highland Avenue (north). Cahuenga Boulevard provides a more
direct route to the intersection to the north of Highland Avenue and Cahuenga Boulevard. Thus, local
traffic that is already on the local streets will use Highland Avenue to the north.

Further, conditions at the intersections to the north of the study area are addressed by the Project
mitigation. The Signal System Upgrades and TDM measures will improve conditions throughout the
area, including for the intersections to the north. Those measures will reduce the impacts at the
intersection of Franklin Avenue and Highland Avenue (north) to less than significant and would have
similar benefits at the intersections further north. To clarify the above and fully respond to the comment,
an analysis of Project impacts at two additional intersections, Highland Avenue/Camrose Drive/Milner
Road, and Argyle Avenue/Vine Street/Dix Street, was conducted. (See Appendix E, Final EIR Added
Intersection Analysis, attached hereto). These intersections were selected because they are the
intersections (outside the study area) to the north of intersections found to be significantly impacted by
Project traffic in the Traffic Study and the Draft EIR. This analysis concluded that the Project impacts
would be less than significant at these locations. As such, there would not be significant impacts beyond
the study area and the Traffic Study does not need to be revised and recirculated.

Comment No. 59-35

e The analysis relies on the TDM program in Mitigation Measure K.1.4 to reduce or avoid
significant intersection impacts. This reliance is misplaced, since the Mitigation Measure does
not establish any objective criteria to measure the success of the program or provide for
corrective action if the trip reduction goals are not met. CEQA mitigation measures must be
specific, setting forth specific measures and performance standards to justify the conclusion that
the mitigation will reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels.

Response to Comment No. 59-35

The comment suggests that the TDM program does not set forth specific measures or performance
standards. The specific details of the TDM program are included in the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K.1
of Draft EIR and provided on pages IV.K.1-87 of Section I, Introduction/Summary and IV.K.1-55 of
Section IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure K.1-4 states in part that “[a] preliminary TDM
program shall be prepared and provided for DOT review prior to the issuance of the first building permit
for the Project and a final TDM program approved by DOT is required prior to the issuance of the first
certificate of occupancy for the Project.” See page IV.K.1-55 of the Draft EIR. Not only is approval of
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the final program required prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy, but 19 specific
elements (e.g. parking provided as an option only for all leases and sales) are required in the TDM
Program as listed on pages IV.K.1-55 through 56 of the Draft EIR. The final TDM Program will include
all elements listed in Mitigation Measure K.1-4 and additional elements may be included to ensure that
impacts are reduced. As such, the TDM program is set forth with specific detail and can be properly
monitored by the City and LADOT.

Comment No. 59-36

e Mitigation Measure K.1-12 allows for the granting of TCO's under certain circumstances where
the mitigation measures are delayed. Since the TCO will allow the project to become operational
before mitigation is in place, this could result in significant impacts that should have been
disclosed. The DEIR should be revised and recirculated to include an analysis of impacts
resulting from TCO's granted before relevant mitigation is in place.

Response to Comment No. 59-36

The comment states that because temporary certificates of occupancy (TCO) can be granted under certain
circumstances where mitigation measures are delayed, the Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated to
provide an analysis of impacts related to the granting of a TCO. The comment presents a speculative and
hypothetical circumstance of an event that may or may not occur in the future and CEQA does not require
that type of analysis.

(13

Mitigation Measure K.1-12 states in part that . Unless otherwise noted, all transportation
improvements and associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles must be guaranteed
through the B-Permit process of the Bureau of Engineering, prior to the issuance of any building permits
and completed prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary certificates of occupancy
may be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of the Applicant, provided that, in each case,
the Applicant has demonstrated reasonable efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of LADOT.” This
measure reflects both LADOT and City policy of allowing, if necessary, the Project to continue to be
developed, if by reasons beyond control of the Project Applicant mitigation is not feasible at the time it is
to be implemented. This does not relieve the Applicant from implementing such mitigation measure. The
mitigation measure is still required to be implemented when feasible. CEQA requires existing conditions
plus project impacts and cumulative impacts to be analyzed and disclosed in the EIR. The Traffic Study
and traffic section of the Draft EIR contain these analyses and all significant impacts on traffic and
transportation created by the Project are disclosed in the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 59-37

e The transit impact analysis in Table IV.K.1-17 fails to consider increased transit usage from
related projects and ambient growth. Moreover, the analysis lumps all bus and rail lines together,
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rather than considering impacts on individual lines, which would allow a true analysis of peak
directional demand.

Response to Comment No. 59-37

The comment suggests that the transit impact analysis failed to adequately analyze transit impacts from
related projects and ambient growth. Unlike individual roadway capacity, the individual Transit Line
capacity can be shifted between lines as demand shifts. Further, while the road capacity is near or
exceeds the capacity in many instances, the analysis in the Draft EIR demonstrates that substantial transit
capacity is available to the Project. The transit ridership growth from the related projects will not
approach the capacity. Additionally, the transit impact analysis is based on the existing transit capacity
without considering possible transit improvements to the area transit system. The additional capacity will
help meet the growing area transit demand irrespective of the Project. Any capacity increases will further
ensure that Project transit demand increases do not result in significant impacts and satisfy the area related
projects transit demand.

To clarify that there is adequate transit capacity for the Project and cumulative growth, the following
comparison of the 2020 demand and the existing capacity was made. The table below contains the
assumption that all Related Projects, within % mile of a Redline subway station, will generate transit trips
at 15% of base traffic level, the same assumptions made for the Project. Even with that conservative
assumption, less than half of the existing transit capacity would be used in 2020.

Category AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Data Source/Assumption
Existing Ridership 1,162 1,422 (MTA Records)
Ambient Growth 122 149 (1% per year from 2010 to 2020)

(15% of Auto Passenger Trips for

Related Projects 1,714 2,199 Related Projects within 1.5 miles)
Project 229 393 (Traffic Study)
Total 3,226 4,163
Transit Capacity 9,381 9,571 (Traffic Study)
Percent to be Used 34% 43%

Therefore, further analysis is not required to provide substantial evidence that the Project impacts on the
transit system are less than significant.
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Comment No. 59-38

e In some case the project's incremental contribution at intersections varies between Table IV .K.1-
14 (20 11) and IV K.1-18 (2020) (see, e.g., intersections 16 and 19). This error disguises
potentially significant impacts and denies the public a meaningful opportunity to comment on
potentially significant impacts.

Response to Comment No. 59-38

The comment states that the Project’s incremental impacts at intersections vary between 2011 and 2020.
This is true, but does not disguise potentially significant impacts because traffic volumes for each
movement at each study intersection are expected to be different from year (2011) to year (2020) as
explained below. Table IV.K.1-14 is based on existing (2011) traffic conditions and Table IV.K.1-21 are
based on the future (2020) traffic conditions. As discussed on page 23 of Traffic Study in Appendix
IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR, the traffic analysis was performed through the use of established traffic
engineering techniques. The methodology used in the Traffic Study for the analysis and evaluation of
traffic operations at each study intersection is based on procedures for transportation planning analyses
outlined in Circular Number 212 from the Transportation Research Board*'. Traffic volumes for each
movement at each study intersection are expected to be different from year (2011) to year (2020),
therefore, different critical movement pairs are expected for some intersections under existing and future
conditions. For example, the westbound lefts and eastbound thru movements may determine the needed
east-west signal phase length at an intersection in 2011. However, due to related projects’ traffic, the
eastbound lefts and westbound thru movements may instead be critical at that intersection in 2020. The
numerical difference in the Project traffic impact reflects the CMA calculation methodology that is based
on the critical movements and the degree to which the Project will add to them. Therefore, differences in
Project impacts for existing and future conditions are considered reasonable and do not “disguise”
potentially significant impacts.

Comment No. 59-39

e The analysis uses a 1 percent annual ambient growth factor between 2011 and 2020, but a lower
factor (4.4% total) from 2020 to 2035. No justification is given for this deviation from the
standard ambient growth rate of 1 percent through to the stated horizon date.

Response to Comment No. 59-39

The comment states that there is no justification for the lower annual ambient growth factor between 2020
and 2035. The 1% ambient growth rate through 2020 was used per LADOT Traffic Study Policies and
Procedures, May 2012. The additional 4.4% total ambient growth rate from 2020 to 2035 was based on

2! Interim Materials on Highway Capacity, Circular Number 212, Transportation Research Board, Washington,
D.C., 1980.
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Los Angeles County CMP guidelines, was agreed to be LADOT, and was added to reflect that the
Development Agreement would extend beyond 2020. (See the West/Central Los Angeles area growth
rate included in the Appendix D of the Guidelines for CMP Transportation Impact Analysis of Draft 2010
Congestion Management Program). The recommended traffic growth factor from 2010 to 2035 is 4.4%.
To be conservative, 4.4% was assumed in the Traffic Study as the growth rate from 2020 to 2035 based
on the CMP guidelines, but the growth rate from 2011 to 2020 was not decreased to that level. Therefore,
the ambient growth rates used were conservative and justified.

Comment No. 59-40

e Table IV.K.1.21 contains a number of inaccuracies in the With Project Plus Mitigation (i.e,
minuses that should be pluses-see Intersections 2, 4, 14, 15, and 18). This error deprives the
public a meaningful opportunity to comment on potential impacts. They should be corrected and
recirculated for public review.

Response to Comment No. 59-40

The typographical errors have been corrected in the Final EIR in Table IV.K.1-21. Please see Section IV
of this Final EIR, Corrections and Additions, for revised language. The correct values were included in
the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K.1 of Draft EIR and the inaccuracies, once corrected, do not show any
additional significant impacts beyond those disclosed in the Draft EIR and thus there is no need for
recirculation.

Comment No. 59-41

o The access analysis at page IV.K.1-114 concludes that there is no feasible mitigation to avoid the
additional significant impact under the No Vine Street Access Scenario. In fact, there is an
obvious mitigation-requiring access on Vine Street. It is insufficient to merely state that access
on Vine Street is infeasible; substantial evidence must be included to show that it is truly
infeasible rather than merely undesirable.

Response to Comment No. 59-41

The Draft EIR does not state that requiring access on Vine Street is infeasible. Both the With Vine Street
Access and Without Vine Street Access scenarios are analyzed to provide a thorough review of the
potential Project significant traffic impacts under each access option. The Draft EIR does not state that
requiring access on Vine Street is infeasible and neither access option has been declared “infeasible”.
Rather, the LADOT Manual of Policies and Procedures section on Driveway Design states that the
driveways should be “located on the street with the least traffic volume, when there is a choice.” (Sub-
section V. Driveway Location Planning). Further, restricting Vine Street access is being considered as a
general City policy. As such, the Draft EIR analyzes both access options and reflects existing policy and
the ongoing policy consideration.
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Comment No. 59-42

Page IV.K.I-128 provides that contributions to Signal System Upgrades should be made proportional to
each phase's trip generation value. This could result in undisclosed significant impacts, since the DEIR
relies upon the improvements to mitigate otherwise significant impacts, and the signal upgrades only
provide the full benefit on a system-wide basis. Thus, the funding should be paid up front to avoid the
impacts as assumed in the DEIR. Fair-share contributions only provide adequate mitigation when there is
substantial evidence that that the mitigation measure will ultimately be fully funded and implemented.
Furthermore, until the mitigation measure is fully operational, project impacts will remain significant.
This impact may be temporary, but the duration of the significant impact is irrelevant. The DEIR,
therefore, fails to disclose the significant impact that will occur until the Signal System Upgrades are in
place.

Response to Comment No. 59-42

The comment states that the Signal System Upgrades (Upgrades) should all be paid up front; otherwise
traffic impacts could temporarily remain significant. As discussed on pages IV.K.1-128 through IV.K.1-
129, of the Draft EIR, the mitigation triggers are intended to implement traffic mitigations prior to the
Project trips generated that would create the impacts. In regard to the Upgrades, the Project Applicant
must install the Upgrades prior to any Certificate of Occupancy being granted for the Project or LADOT
may instead choose for the Project Applicant to pay a fee for LADOT to implement the Upgrades. The
fee would be paid proportional to each phase of the Project’s trip generation or if the entire Project was
constructed at once, the fee would be paid in its entirety prior to the issuance of any Certificate of
Occupancy for the Project. Making the payment proportional to the trip generation per phase of the
Project will ensure that there are not any significant impacts that remain significant until full
implementation of the Upgrades. Further, the signal system has already been substantially upgraded by
the City through ATSAC and ATCS improvements. The Upgrades mitigation represents the next
generation of the upgrades to the signal system. As with the ATSAC and ATCS systems, the Upgrades
will be implemented on an incremental basis, with critical corridors receiving the highest priority to
maximize the benefit to the area, which would be decided by the City. Therefore, the payments and
upgrade installations can be balanced with the Project traffic impacts. The impacts will increase as more
of the Project is constructed and occupied. Implementation of a portion of the mitigation based on the trip
generation of a particular phase of the Project, for example, the Upgrades to signal systems closest to the
Project Site, will address the impacts of a portion of the Project. As such, the Draft EIR fully discloses all
significant traffic impacts.

Comment No. 59-43

Based on the above, the DEIR analysis does not adequately analyze the potential impacts of the project
and must be revised and recirculated for further public review and comment.
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Response to Comment No. 59-43

The comment is a conclusion statement. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The comment states that
the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts of the Project. The
previous comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the
Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, above.
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LETTER NO. 60 - KAHANA, TAL

Tal Kahana
6000 Temple Hill Drive, 90068

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 60-1

Hello- I am a home owner and investment property owner in Beachwood Canyon. I have lived and owed
in the canyon for over 20 years. In that time, I have seen the traffic drastically increase as a result of the
W hotel and the resurgence of Hollywood Boulevard.

The new building proposal is troubling for several reasons.

Response to Comment No. 60-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

The comment states that the building proposal is troubling for many reasons. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration. The comment then goes on to oppose the Project as a whole. The subsequent comments in
the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 60-2

The lack of height restriction is troubling for the traffic and visual impact it will have.

Response to Comment No. 60-2

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height.

Comment No. 60-3

The lack of upgrades to our sewers and infrastructures is a problem deferred.
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Response to Comment No. 60-3

The commenter expresses concerns that the Project would not upgrade existing infrastructure and that a
problem would occur. According to Section IV.L, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, the
Project suggests mitigation measures and code-compliance requirements to help offset potential impacts
from water, sewer, solid waste, and energy. As stated in these sections of the Draft EIR, the Project
would not create a significant impact to any utility system and not a problem deferred, as suggested by the
commenter.

Comment No. 60-4

The lack of a traffic study before allowing the plans is irresponsible and creates the appearance of
impropriety.

Response to Comment No. 60-4

The Project’s Traffic Study was conducted within the parameters and approved by the Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADQOT), as defined in the Memorandum of Understanding, included as
Appendix A to the Traffic Study. The Study concluded that there would be operational impacts due to the
Project at two study intersections and also cumulative impacts at five study intersections. The Study and
subsequent letter from the LADOT dated August 16, 2012, and included as Appendix [V.K.2 to the Draft
EIR, included Project requirements as mitigation measures to fully or partially reduce impacts.

Comment No. 60-5

Please continue the time period so that resident fears can be addressed and the traffic study completed.

Response to Comment No. 60-5

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.
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LETTER NO. 61 - KATZ, DEAN

Dean Katz
6376 Quebec Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90068

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 61-1

I am expressing my serious opposition to the Millenium Projects DEIR

Response to Comment No. 61-1

The comment expresses an opinion, but does not state a specific concern or question regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration

Comment No. 61-2

As a key point to my objection, the City of Los Angeles has removed the "D" limitation and has given
Millenium a height variance. The proposed area of improvement is directly in front of our neighborhood.
The project, when complete, would obscure vast areas currently visible from our area. The sheer scale
that Millenium is requesting in their project will make the balance of buildings surrounding dwarfed.
These will be the tallest buildings east to downtown, and west to Century City.

Response to Comment No. 61-2

The comment opposes the waiver of the existing “D” development limitation on the Project Site. As
discussed in the Draft EIR, the Regional Center Commercial land use designation allows for the
construction of commercial, parking, and high-density multi-family residential uses. Development of the
Project would include multi-family residential, retail, restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to
the Capitol Records Complex, which would be retained as part of the Project. Please refer to Response
to Comment No. 81-9 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height.

Please see Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical
Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent
historic Capitol Records building.
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Comment No. 61-3

For our part as family residing here, was Hollywood enjoys a central location in the city and has easy
access to outlying areas of Los Angeles.

Needless to say, the congestion we're suffering already in the "Dell" residential area of the Hollywood
Hills is catastrophic. This project condemns the area to traffic congestion beyond any scope I could
imagine.

Response to Comment No. 61-3

The comment expresses concern about traffic and congestion, but does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts
of the Project. Please see Response to Comment No. 60-4 (Kahana, Tal) above for more information.
The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for
their review and consideration.

Comment No. 61-4

There are facets to the DEIR that I haven't been able to ascertain given the short response period.

Response to Comment No. 61-4

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

Comment No. 61-5

What are the codicils for residential units of the property in regards to noise and light?

Response to Comment No. 61-5

CEQA looks at impacts of the Project on the environment, not of the Project onto itself. Noise impacts as
well as Light and Glare impacts to adjacent sensitive uses were analyzed in several sections of the Draft
EIR, and according to the Project characteristics listed in the Development Regulations. Specifically, the
Draft EIR analyzes operational noise impacts in Section IV.H, Noise. The Draft EIR also analyzes light
and glare issues in Section IV.A.1, Aesthetics, Views/Light and Glare.

Comment No. 61-6

What limitations have been set for special use events that will imact our area?
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Response to Comment No. 61-6

All uses of the Project would be contained on the Project Site. As discussed in Section IV.G, Land Use
Planning, and in Section II, Project Description the uses on the Project Site are limited to the mixed-uses
proposed in the Draft EIR and activities permitted on the Project Site if the list of discretionary actions
(on Page 11-49 of the Draft EIR) are approved by the City of Los Angeles.

Comment No. 61-7

And what of filming companies using the location? What kind of sound, hours of filming, and huge
lighting and techno rigs have been regulated for the property? Especially, along the upper floors where
the aforementioned would be the most annoying?

Response to Comment No. 61-7

The comment expresses concern about possible future uses at the project premises, but does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project. It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes land use
compatibility in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning. The Draft EIR also analyzes light and glare issues in
Section IV.A.1, Aesthetics, Views/Light and Glare. The comment is acknowledged for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 61-8

What is the light pollution factor for entire project? This is large question. We suffered with Super
Graphics on what is the largest building in Hollywood at this time. Those graphics are found on virtually
every building in Hollywood now. There is a supposed billboard and graphic disallowance in this plan,
but for instance, there are huge amounts of light that have been added to the Hollywood area over the last
couple of years. The Pantages addes neon. The W Hotel has a very bright emanation. The electronic
billboard at Franklin and Cahuenga, the electronic billboard at the Target property on the edge of West
Hollywood is even an issue up here. Add to that the former Bekins Storage building for years had super
graphics and intense lighting that took the entire community a very long time to finally get resolved. I
don't believe the city is proactive on this front, and the City remains solely reactive to these issues only
after the fact, and uproar by Hollywood residents.

Response to Comment No. 61-8

Nighttime lighting is discussed in Section IV.A.1, Aesthetics — Views / Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR.

The Project would be required to comply with the lighting power requirements in the California Energy
Code, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, Part 6, and design interior and exterior lighting
such that zero direct-beam illumination leaves the Project Site. The Project would also be required to
meet or exceed exterior lighting levels and uniformity ratios for lighting using the following strategies:

Millennium Hollywood Project 111.B Responses to Comments — Individual Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page I11.B-257



City of Los Angeles February 2013

Shield all exterior luminaries or provide cutoff luminaires per Section 123 (b) of the California Energy
Code;

Contain interior lighting within each source;
Allow no more than .01 horizontal lumen foot-candles to escape 15 feet beyond the Site boundary; and

Automatically control exterior lighting dusk to dawn to turn off or lower light levels during inactive
periods.

Comment No. 61-9

Add to this, that I believe no intensive sound study can show the level of noise that will bounce reflective
off the structures. Everything from motorcycles, to helicopters are a nuisance for us. I have had to make
numerous calls, and complaints to the FAA regarding news helicopters that fail to adhere to aviation law.
I can't imagine what the added decibels will be from this projejct. There's an area for an exterior stage.
The right to some peace and happiness in our home, could easily be set aside to allow an oversized project
to have concerts and events that naturally exceed standards due to the sound bouncing off these structures.

Response to Comment No. 61-9

The Project’s operational noise is discussed in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR. As discussed in the
Draft EIR, the Project would include certain grade-level open space and potentially a roof-top observation
deck. However, on page [V.H-40, the Draft EIR specifically concludes that the Project would not have
significant operational noise impacts associated with people and activities and events within the common
outdoor spaces, podium levels and observation decks. Furthermore, the Draft EIR notes that the Project
must comply with the applicable noise sections of the of the LAMC, which thereby prevents noise levels
from exceeding City standards for this location and ensures potential noise impacts on off-site sensitive
uses would be less than significant.

Comment No. 61-10

But I remain steadfast in the opposition to allow a 6-1 ratio allowance for Millenium, and find it wholly
incomprehensible that the city would set the D limitation aside, and allow this scale of project to move
forward. This is the center of complaint with the project. Why can't they adhere to the 4.5 - 1 allowance?
Seems that plenty of other projects have, and Millenium ought to as well.

Response to Comment No. 61-10

Regarding the removal of the “D” limitation, see Response to Comment No. 61-2 (Katz, Dean), above.

Regarding the reduced FAR (4.5:1), see Response to Comment No. 09-79 (AMDA) which discusses that
a further reduced FAR alternative is infeasible.
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LETTER NO. 62 - KRUSE, ZIGGY #1
Ziggy Kruse
December 4, 2012

Comment No. 62-1

Given the gravity and the scope of the Millennium Project and the for sure long period of time it took to
complete the DEIR on the project it seems unreasonable that the public is only given roughly 6 weeks
(10-25-2012 through 12-10-2012) to submit comments on the DEIR.

The traffic section of the main text is 131 pages long, the parking section is 26 pages long, and the
alternatives section is 151 pages long. Also, those main text sections do not include the appropriate
appendices that would have to be evaluated, as well.

This DEIR was compiled with input by experts and city planners, which is not the case of the the input
you will receive from the public. Some might hire a "pro", but the majority of stakeholders / constituents
are not equipped to rush through any document this size in the time period asserted by your office.

At this time it would be very appropriate for your office to extend the comment period at best for an
additional 90 - 120 days or at a minimum until after the December 2012 / January 2013 holiday season.

Response to Comment No. 62-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for
their review and consideration.

Millennium Hollywood Project 111.B Responses to Comments — Individual Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 111.B-259



City of Los Angeles February 2013

LETTER NO. 63 - KRUSE, ZIGGY #2
Ziggy Kruse
December 10, 2012

Comment No. 63-1

These objections are send to you on behalf of myself, Robert Blue, Richard MacNaughton, Patricia
Macfadden, SaveHollywood.org, Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning and CCLA as well as on
behalf of Citizens Opposing Corrupt Development, Task Force for a Livable Hollywood.

Response to Comment No. 63-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 63-2

Time to review and respond too short

The developer had years and millions of dollars all this documentation for the city and the city is
providing residence who have to work in their spare time only 45 days to review and respond. This time
period is unreasonably short and shows the disregard for the citizen opinions.

A considerable portion of these documents including the special traffic report commissioned by the
developer appeared to be the product of Accounting Control Fraud, but residents need much more time in
order to document these problems.

Response to Comment No. 63-2

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

Comment No. 63-3

Traffic

We have obtained a document from the city stating that the traffic mitigation under the Hollywood
Community Plan overwhelm any possible mitigation and thus the DEIR and the Traffic Study are directly
contradicted by the city’s own opinion on this subject.
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Response to Comment No. 63-3

This comment asserts that there is an inherent conflict between the traffic findings of the Hollywood
Community Plan Update EIR and the Proposed Millennium Hollywood Project Draft EIR. The proposed
mitigation measures for the Project Draft EIR have been carefully coordinated with the City of Los
Angeles’ transportation system improvements and are consistent with the citywide improvement program.
The Project mitigation would implement the types of programs identified in the General Plan (including
the Hollywood Community Plan Update) as being appropriate. The City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation, in their August 16, 2012 assessment letter, has concurred with the mitigation measure
proposed for the Project. This letter is included in Appendix IV.K-2 of the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 63-4

DEIR relies on matgerially false data

This project is authorized under the June 19, 2012 Hollywood Community Plan (HCP), which is based on
materially false data. Therefore the data underline this DEIR are similarly defected.

Response to Comment No. 63-4

The comment suggests that the Hollywood Community Plan Update and the Project Draft EIR are based
on materially false data, but gives no reason for making this assertion. The Draft EIR analyzes and
discusses potential Project impacts under both the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood
Community Plan Update and is compatible and consistent with both. However, the data analyzed in the
Draft EIR are not false or defective. Regardless, as discussed in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the
Draft EIR, potential land use impacts are identified as less than significant, without mitigation.

Comment No. 63-5

Earthquake danger

This project is build on the edge of an active earthquake fault and his failed to properly assess the
earthquake ramifications on this project.

Response to Comment No. 63-5

The Project is not within an Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map area. For additional
information regarding fault rupture and the potential for a major earthquake to occur, please refer to
Response to Comment No 24-4 (Anderson, Robert) above.

Comment No. 63-6

Harmful Nature of Transit Oriented Districts (TOD)
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The DEIR fails to consider the harmful nature of TOD’s , not withstanding the fact that TOD’s are
mentioned in the defective HCP. The city first pointed out the ill advised nature of TOD’s and in the
1915 Traffic Study by the city of Los Angeles, a copy of which is already in the City’s files. The DEIR
fails to consider any of these factors, and the mathematics of transportation, the geography of the city and
the interplay of density, zoning as well as modes of transportation have not changed since 1915.

Furthermore, the DEIR fails to take into account the fact that the city of los Angeles is the most densely
populated city in the country with approximately 7,000 people per square mile.

Response to Comment No. 63-6

Any reference to a 1915 Traffic Study and the ill advised nature of TODs is relying on outdated data and
information. The analysis of the Project and the Project’s traffic impacts is not based on and does not rely
on a 1915 traffic study. Instead, the growth forecast from the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is used in the Draft
EIR and is adequate and appropriate. Please see Response to Comment No. 08-3 (Southern California
Association of Governments) for additional information on the growth forecast.

Comment No. 63-7

Inaccurate Data makes the entire DEIR defective

Garbage in, Garbage out. - The DEIR and its thousands of pages of accompanying document are replete
with factual errors, half truth and omissions of material information making all the conclusions defective.

Response to Comment No. 63-7

The comment states that the Draft EIR is garbage and half-truths. The comment does not state a specific
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts
of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 63-8

Lack of proper procedure

The defects in preparing these papers are so great that the DEIR fails to follow the proper procedures
under CEQA. Furthermore, there is not substantial evidence to support the conclusions which favor the
construction of this project.

Response to Comment No. 63-8

The Draft EIR was prepared, noticed, and circulated according to the proper procedural requirements in
accordance with CEQA. Otherwise, the comment is an opinion on CEQA procedures and does not state a
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
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environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 63-9

If the public had been provided a reasonable opportunity to review these materials, than I could have been
more detailed in my comments. The burden, however, rests solely on the city to ferret out all the material
data and to present it in a fair and balanced manner so that the public can understand the various pros and
cons of the project. The city has an opportunity to rectify its failures when it drafts the FEIR.

Response to Comment No. 63-9

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.
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LETTER NO. 64 - KUHRT, STACEY

Stacey Kuhrt
5200 Franklin Avenue, Hollywood, CA 90027

November 29, 2012

Note:_Since this letter appears to be a duplicate of Response to Comment No. 45 (England, Suzanne)
above, many of the responses to that letter would apply to this letter, too.

Comment No. 64-1

I’m writing to contest the EIR you have approved for the Millenium Hollywood Project. My reasons are
as follows:

Response to Comment No. 64-1

The comment opposes the Project, but does not otherwise state a specific concern or question regarding
the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.

Comment No. 64-2

-The EIR has not completed a thorough study of the environmental impacts for our area. The
infrastructure will be seriously impacted with all of the additional population created with this project.

Response to Comment No. 64-2

With regard to the commenter’s concern with the existing infrastructure surrounding the Project Site,
please refer to Response to Comment No. 18-5 (Hollywoodland Homeowners Association (#2)) above.

Comment No. 64-3

The air quality, noise, police and fire response, sewer usage, road wear and increased traffic locally as
well as on the 101 Freeway and Vine Street off ramp, will all be impacted by this project. These things
need further study. The access for people leaving the hills in their cars will be seriously affected as well,
as traffic will become even more dense.

Response to Comment No. 64-3

Air quality, noise, police, fire response, sewer infrastructure, and increased traffic are all discussed and
analyzed in the Draft EIR. in Sections IV.B, IV.H, IV.J.1, IV.L.2-1, and IV .K.
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The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project would generate additional trips and that significant and
unavoidable project-related impacts would occur at two study intersections and significant and
unavoidable cumulative-related impacts at five study intersections. This comment does not challenge the
adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 64-4

Air quality is of major concern to me. I already get black soot throughout my apartment that overlooks the
city. With the increased traffic, this will also increase.

Response to Comment No. 64-4

Pages IV.B.1-35 and IV.B.1-26 of the Draft EIR include a comprehensive discussion regarding the
Project’s construction air quality assumptions. Specifically, the analysis details the construction timeline
for demolition, site preparation/grading/excavation, and building construction. In addition, the Draft EIR
details the volume of demolition, soil export, and construction equipment fleet mixes that would occur for
each construction phase, including the number of hours per day. The total PM10 and PM2.5 emissions
disclosed in the Draft EIR accurately reflect the Project’s potential air quality emissions. It should be
noted that Mitigation Measure B.1-1 ensures compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust,
which would serve to reduce PM10 and PM2.5 dust emissions by as much as 61% during the construction
phases. In addition, it analyzes air quality impacts related to placement of the Project Site in relation to
existing sources of air contaminants (including black soot from freeways) and impacts related to long-
term operational aspects (including increased traffic related emissions) of the Project. For traffic related
air quality impacts in particular, see page [V.B.1-25 of the Draft EIR, which explains how the CalEEMod
Version 2011.1 and the traffic study assumptions were used to calculate potential air quality impacts.
Also, please note that the Draft EIR and MMRP contain numerous mitigation measures to reduce
construction and operational air quality impacts to the extent feasible.

Comment No. 64-5

The noise also concerns me; the increased traffic on the 101 Freeway and the Vine Street off ramp will
bring increased traffic noise and the increased population, night clubs, shops, etc., will bring increased
noise to the area. Peace of mind and quality of life for local residents must be considered in any
community plan.

Response to Comment No. 64-5

The Draft EIR analyzed a logical range of roadway segments in proximity to the Project Site. ~Aside
from the 3.7 dBA CNEL increase during the Existing Traffic Plus Project Traffic Scenario (with No Vine
Street Access) for the roadway segment of Ivar Avenue between Yucca Street and Hollywood Boulevard,
no other roadway segment analyzed in the Draft EIR would come close to approaching either the 3 dBA
or 5 dBA CNEL thresholds of significance. Thus, it is logical to infer that roadway segments located
farther from the Project Site (i.e. 101 Freeway) carrying less project-related trips than those segments
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analyzed in the Draft EIR would experience even smaller project-related roadway noise level increases.
For additional information, please see Response to Comment No. 45-5 (England, Suzanne) above.

Comment No. 64-6

-The population growth needs to be correctly addressed. The need for more rapid transit and density
needs to be studied, based on true population growth, not biased figures.

Response to Comment No. 64-6

The comment addresses population growth and that the Draft EIR needs to accurately address it in its
analysis. The Draft EIR accurately addresses population growth and consistency with regional and local
plans. The Draft EIR uses the appropriate growth forecast from the SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. The
Draft EIR states that the Residential Scenario would contribute toward, but not exceed, the population
growth forecast for the City of Los Angeles, and would be consistent with regional policies to reduce
urban sprawl, efficiently utilize existing infrastructure, reduce regional congestion, and improve air
quality through the reduction of VMT. Overall, the Project would increase the density of residential uses
as identified in the Draft EIR, bringing more housing units closer to major employment centers. This
additional density would be located in an area currently served by public transit (Metro Red Line,
Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter Express 422 & 423), and would be located near existing
transportation corridors. Therefore, the Draft EIR accurately addresses this issue. Please see Response to
Comment No. 08-3 (Southern California Association of Governments) for additional information.

Comment No. 64-7

-The proposed project removes height limits that were put in place previously. They were put in place for
a very good reason—to prevent over development such as this project and to retain the integrity of the
area. The heights of the buildings proposed are contrary to the elements of the area. Yucca Ave is mainly
a street with low slung buildings, and should remain that way. The skyscrapers and high rises proposed
are so out of place that it is ridiculous! It will ruin the whole feel of the area and the quality of life for
local residents.

Response to Comment No. 64-7

The Project does not remove any height limitations. The Project Site does not have any existing zoning
or other limitation on height.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height.

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views.
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Please see Response to Comment No 14-5 (Hollywood Heritage), Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3,
and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on
the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent structures.

Comment No. 64-8

-Preserving the quality of life in the area should be of great importance to the City of Los Angeles. In this
case, the residents of the area have been left out of the equation. Yucca Ave, between Argyle and
Cahuenga is a very neighborhood friendly place, with small shops and low buildings, creating a relaxed
place for local residents to walk their dogs, go for a walk, or enjoy the locality. Placing high rises and
skyscrapers here will ruin this whole atmosphere, taking away the friendly neighborhood feel we have,
replacing it with an anonymous “any big city” feeling. It will take our neighborhood away. Creating so
much density in this part of the city, in Hollywood, is detrimental to the quality of life here.

Response to Comment No. 64-8

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts on air quality in Section IV.B, Air
Quality. The Draft EIR also analyzes land use compatibility issues in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning.
Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These
comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is
required.

Comment No. 64-9

-Hollywood is special, and should be kept that way. The Capitol Records building is one of a kind, and
surrounding it with skyscrapers is incongruent and tasteless. It also reduces the iconic feel of the Capitol
Records building and the area, and diminishes its importance. People come to Hollywood to experience a
unique place; they can go to any city in the world to see glass and steel skyscrapers and high rises. The
views, historic buildings and one-of-a-kind shops in Hollywood are what draw people here; not
skyscrapers, chain stores and restaurants that can be found anywhere.

Response to Comment No. 64-9

This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Additionally, please refer to Topical Response 4, regarding Cultural Resources for a discussion on the
compatibility of the Project with the adjacent historic Capitol Records Building.

Comment No. 64-10

-Since there is a major earthquake fault at Yucca and Vine Street, it is a danger to build these skyscrapers
in that vicinity. I believe further study should be done on this. In the event of a major earthquake, those
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skyscrapers would create a huge problem. Large numbers of people would rush out of the buildings into
the street, creating even more of a challenge for fire and police vehicles to get through.

Response to Comment No. 64-10

For additional information regarding fault rupture and the potential for a major earthquake to occur,
please refer to Response to Comment No. 24-4 (Anderson, Robert) above.

Comment No. 64-11

-Building with a conscience: 1 personally don’t understand why the planned development of this
community does not flow with the existing buildings. Should we not think along the lines of creating
buildings that actually work with the classic structures here in Hollywood, instead of against them? If
you must fill in every space with dense construction, can they not at least have similar heights to the
surrounding area, and similar architectural styles? Just think how wonderful that would look! The future
doesn’t have to be a Hollywood filled with crappy looking “affordable housing” apartments, cheap-
looking hotels (The W), disparate high rises and skyscrapers stuck in between classic buildings.

Response to Comment No. 64-11

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts related to onsite and adjacent historic
resources in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources. The Draft EIR also analyzed height issues in relation to
aesthetics, land use, and project alternatives in Sections [V.A, Aesthetics, [V.G, Land Use Planning, and
VI, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. Otherwise, this comment does not challenge the adequacy of the
impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their
consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 64-12

-Lastly, and apparently not a serious issue for the City of Los Angeles, is the further blocking of the view
of the Hollywood Hills with extremely tall buildings. Part of the charm and attraction of this area is the
Hollywood Hills and the Hollywood sign.

Response to Comment No. 64-12

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height.

Comment No. 64-13

I care about Hollywood and OPPOSE the current version of the Hollywood Community Plan and
Millennium Hollywood Project. It must be modified to take into consideration correct census data, height
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limits, infrastructure, emergency services, public transportation; and to alleviate density and congestion. |
would like to see another EIR performed, but one that takes into account the real figures and problems.
The Los Angeles City Council has rushed this through without considering many things. This is a
dangerous way to go, creating serious problems for the future in Hollywood. We should not rush into
such projects, and should take a long hard look at the affects of projects of this nature on the future.

Response to Comment No. 64-13

The comment is a conclusion statement. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will
be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. The comment states that
the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts of the Project. The
previous comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the
Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, above.
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LETTER NO. 65 - LEDDING, MARY

Mary Ledding
6384 La Punta Drive, Los Angeles CA 90068

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 65-1

For some reason this was bounced back.

Response to Comment No. 65-1

This comment is an introductory comment and does not provide a concern or question regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. This comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their
consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 65-2

This is to register my profound objections to the proposed Millenium Project. As currently anticipated it
will increase the congestion immensely. I have lived in the Hollywood Hills since 1975 and in recent
years, due to the extensive increased development in Hollywood, the ability to transgress through the
Hollywood area in order to get home has gone from about 10 minutes in prior years to about 4 times that.

Hollywood is NOT New York. I object strongly to the idea as some of you have proposed, that
Hollywood should be developed with the type of density that New York has. We do not live on an island
with limited space. We do not have useable, highly trafficked public transport systems — the buses are
subject to the same sorts of traffic congestion as all cars in the area. They do not promise a quicker, more
efficient mode of transportation.

Response to Comment No. 65-2

This comment opposes the Project, but does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the
Draft EIR. These comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no
further response is required.

Comment No. 65-3

In addition to congestion, these projects will guarantee an increase in the level of air pollution in the area,
as already congested on-off ramps to the Hollywood freeway will become even more idling lanes for cars
waiting to enter/exit.
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Response to Comment No. 65-3

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts related to traffic and air pollution in
Sections IV.K, Transportation, and IV.B, Air Quality Analysis respectively. Otherwise, this comment
does not challenge the adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR. These comments will be
forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration and no further response is required.

Comment No. 65-4

I know that others in the Hollywood Dell have already sent you comments regarding this project, of
which I am aware and heartily concur. These deal with the development ratio, parking spaces, and the
lack of adherence to the CRA guidelines. Please consider those comments re-iterated here.

Response to Comment No. 65-4

The commenter states that the Draft EIR has a lack of adherence to the CRA guidelines. In response to
the commenter’s statement, please refer to Page IV.G-48 of Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the
Draft EIR for a full discussion of the Project’s consistency with the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan and
its consistency with the existing scale of surrounding development. Also, please see Response to
Comment No. 16-12 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) above for more information on
overall compliance with the Redevelopment Plan.

Comment No. 65-5

This project will not only cause YEARS of congestion as it is built, but given how empty so many of the
buildings in Hollywood currently are, it will take decades to turn it into really used space. Do not take the
short-term view that any development is good for jobs, good for the economy, etc. This development is
MAMMOUTH, OVERSIZED, and A DEVELOPER’S BOONDOGGLE. Please take every effort you
can to reconsider this horror. For the first time in living here since 1975, 1 am considering moving to
another state. That is what this project means to me and to the neighbors who live and work in the
Hollywood area.

Please stop or at least severely reduce and limit the size of this ugly, massive project.

Response to Comment No. 65-5

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.
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The comment does speak to the size of the Project. The commenter states that the Project is mammoth
and oversized. The commenter is referred to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding
Project aesthetics and views.
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LETTER NO. 66 - LOND, HARLEY #1

Harley Lond
2274 Alcyona Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068

November 15, 2012

Comment No. 66-1

This is in response to Draft Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR State Clearinghouse
No. 2011041094

I have reviewed the report regarding the Millennium Hollywood Project and have come to the conclusion
that the development is not beneficial to the community:

Response to Comment No. 66-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

The comment states that the Project is not beneficial for the community. The comment is acknowledged
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
The comment then goes on to oppose the Project as a whole. The subsequent comments in the letter go
into more detail as to the concerns and perceived inadequacies of the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 66-2

Hollywood does not need more shops or hotel rooms or pricey condos. There is much unused retail space
on Hollywood Blvd and -- surprising given all the hoopla when The W was proposed -- retail space at
The W. There appears to be other mixed use developments going up to the east of this development.
Enough is enough..

Response to Comment No. 66-2

It should be note that the Draft EIR analyzes land use compatibility issues in Section IV.G, Land Use
Planning. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.
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Comment No. 66-3

No. 1: The size of the proposed development will be detrimental to the Hollywood skyline: To wit,
destroying or altering views from the South, West and East of the Capitol Building (despite what the
developers say) and the beautiful Hollywood Hills (and perhaps views of the Hollywood sign.).

Response to Comment No. 66-3

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views, including views of the
Hollywood Sign.

Comment No. 66-4

No. 2: The development would increase traffic congestion in an area already clogged with traffic; nearby
freeway onramps and arteries are already at a virtual standstill during rush hour; this development would
make that worse.

Response to Comment No. 66-4

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project would generate additional trips and that significant and
unavoidable project-related impacts would occur at two study intersections and significant and
unavoidable cumulative-related impacts at five study intersections. This comment does not challenge the
adequacy of the impact analysis of the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 66-5

No. 3: There is already a higher level of noise and crime engendered by the clubs and restaurants that
have opened in Hollywood; this will only contribute more.

Response to Comment No. 66-5

It should be noted that the comment does not provide any evidence to support its claim that the Project
will contribute more noise and crime. In contrast, the Draft EIR analyzes of both of these issues in
Sections 1V.J.2, Public Services — Police and IV.H, Noise based on reported statistics and existing
conditions. As stated in the Draft EIR, overall, the Hollywood Area experiences a lower occurrence of
crime than Citywide. The Draft EIR discloses that, like any development that brings people onto an
otherwise unpopulated site, the Project would increase activity at the Project Site and thus has the
potential to increase crime. However, based on calculations performed for CEQA’s analytical purposes,
the Project as a whole would only represent a potential 1.02 percent increase in potential crimes compared
to the existing conditions. This increase, if any all actually occurs, is minimal and would be expected
with any project. Please see Section IV.J.2. Public Services — Police in the Draft EIR for additional
information regarding crime.
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Comment No. 66-6

No. 4: During construction, the noise will drift up into the hills and be unbearable (noise from
construction of The W was horrible).

Response to Comment No. 66-6

As illustrated in Tables IV.H-7 and H-8 of the Draft EIR, the construction noise analysis utilized the
worst-case noise ranges in terms of Leq, per the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide. These
worst-case Leq reference noise levels were utilized to model construction impacts on adjacent uses based
on the closest possible distance from the adjacent use to the Project Site’s property lines. Thus, as
construction equipment would infrequently, if ever, operate on the Project Site property line, the
estimated construction noise levels disclosed in Table IV.H-9 of the Draft EIR are very conservative, and
in some cases, likely overstate the actual peak noise level increases at the identified locations. As such,
the Draft EIR adequately disclosed all potential construction noise and vibration impacts upon adjacent
land uses and provided a thorough and comprehensive mitigation strategy to reduce these impacts to the
maximum extent feasible.

Comment No. 66-7

No. 5: The air quality will suffer from the dust and dirt of construction.

Response to Comment No. 66-7

Pages 1V.B.1-35 and IV.B.1-26 of the Draft EIR include a comprehensive discussion regarding the
Project’s construction assumptions utilized the air quality impact analysis. Specifically, the analysis
details the construction timeline for demolition, site preparation/grading/excavation, and building
construction. In addition, the Draft EIR details the volume of demolition, soil export, and construction
equipment fleet mixes that would occur for each construction phase, including the number of hours per
day. The total PM10 and PM2.5 emissions disclosed in the Draft EIR accurately reflect the Project’s
potential air quality emissions. It should be noted that Mitigation Measure B.1-1 ensures compliance with
SCAQMD Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, which would serve to reduce PM10 and PM2.5dust emissions by as
much as 61% during the construction phases.

Comment No. 66-8

No. 6: Construction will clog streets with construction vehicles, adding to local congestion.

Response to Comment No. 66-8

Construction traffic impacts are discussed in Section IV.K.1, Transportation — Traffic, of the Draft EIR.
Mitigation measures K.1-1 to K.1-3 would reduce any construction impacts from construction lane
closures, construction vehicles, and hauling activities to less than significant.
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Comment No. 66-9

No. 7: After construction, the streets in the area will be damaged with potholes, alligator ridges, etc.
Many streets around the W still show signs of damage from that construction. The city just can't seem to
make developers take care of the streets they damage.

Response to Comment No. 66-9

Street paving schedules are decided by the City and Bureau of Street Services. The comment does not
state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 66-10

Let's leave things the way they are -- instead of developing the land here into gigantic structures that
strain the earth, why not put in a much-needed park?

Response to Comment No. 66-10

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying
and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 66-11

Or keep the land as parking lots -- Hollywood certainly needs more parking.

Response to Comment No. 66-11

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying
and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 66-12

If you want to redevelop Hollywood, let's get rid of some of the sleazy stores that line parts of Hollywood
Blvd.?

Response to Comment No. 66-12

The comment does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying
and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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Comment No. 66-13

Also, I'm not sure whether or not the City is helping to fund this development -- if so, I resent using my
tax money to line the pockets of developers.

Response to Comment No. 66-13

The City is not helping to fund the Project. Also, the comment does not state a specific question
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 67 - LOND, HARLEY #2

Harley Lond
2274 Alcyona Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 67-1

I'm sure that -- given the power that developers hold over the current members of the city council and the
mayor -- the Millennium project will go ahead -- to the detriment of Hollywood. However, I urge you to
take note:

Response to Comment No. 67-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 67-2

Do not allow the following to be approved:

Increasing the present zoning from a 4.5:1 ratio to a 6:1 ratio would allow the developer to increase the
project size from 825,000SF to 1.1Million SF.

Allowing a reduction in the City's parking requirement for the proposed 35,000SF health club from 10-
spaces/1000 to 2-spaces/1000. The reduction in parking spaces would have 280 health club users looking
for parking on Hollywood's streets.

The Community Redevelopment Agency's development requirements were put in place to maintain
Hollywood's historic core and Unallow for redevelopment to enhance and compliment existing
development and the livability of the surrounding residential communities. Allowing Millennium/Argent
to eliminate their development's adherence to the CRA guidelines creates a massive project totally out of
scale with the Hollywo

Response to Comment No. 67-2

Please see Section IV.G, Land Use Planning of the Draft EIR for information regarding the Project’s
consistency with the Redevelopment Plan. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific question
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the
Project. As such, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration.
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Comment No. 67-3

Below is a copy of my previous letter to you and the Hollywood-area council members:

This is in response to Draft Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2011-675-EIR State Clearinghouse
No. 2011041094

I have reviewed the report regarding the Millennium Hollywood Project and have come to the conclusion
that the development is not beneficial to the community. Hollywood does not need more shops or hotel
rooms or pricey condos. There is much unused retail space on Hollywood Blvd and -- surprising given all
the hoopla when The W was proposed -- retail space at The W. There appears to be other mixed use
developments going up to the east of this development. Enough is enough.

No. 1: The size of the proposed development will be detrimental to the Hollywood skyline: To wit,
destroying or altering views from the South, West and East of the Capitol Building (despite what the
developers say) and the beautiful Hollywood Hills (and perhaps views of the Hollywood sign.).

No. 2: The development would increase traffic congestion in an area already clogged with traffic; nearby
freeway onramps and arteries are already at a virtual standstill during rush hour; this development would
make that worse.

No. 3: There is already a higher level of noise and crime engendered by the clubs and restaurants that
have opened in Hollywood; this will only contribute more.

No. 4: During construction, the noise will drift up into the hills and be unbearable (noise from
construction of The W was horrible).

No. 5: The air quality will suffer from the dust and dirt of construction.
No. 6: Construction will clog streets with construction vehicles, adding to local congestion.

No. 7: After construction, the streets in the area will be damaged with potholes, alligator ridges, etc.
Many streets around the W still show signs of damage from that construction. The city just can't seem to
make developers take care of the streets they damage.

Let's leave things the way they are -- instead of developing the land here into gigantic structures that
strain the earth, why not put in a much-needed park? Or keep the land as parking lots -- Hollywood
certainly needs more parking.

If you want to redevelop Hollywood, let's get rid of some of the sleazy stores that line parts of Hollywood
Blvd.? Also, I'm not sure whether or not the City is helping to fund this development -- if so, I resent
using my tax money to line the pockets of developers.
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Response to Comment No. 67-3

This comment is a repeat of Comment Letter No. 66-01 (Lond, Harley (#1)). Please refer to Response to
Comment No. 66-13 (Lond, Harley (#1)) above for a complete response to concerns.
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LETTER NO. 68 - MANZO, NITA
Nita Manzo
December 10, 2012

Comment No. 68-1

I am writing to comment on the proposed Millenium Project.

I am not a land use attorney or a traffic expert, so I don’t suppose that I will be able to add any expertise
to your consideration process.

Response to Comment No. 68-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy
of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration

Comment No. 68-2

Further, it would have been nice if the Planning Department could have given us more time to review this
DEIR. After all, the developer is asking you for a 20 year agreement. Why then do we receive only a
few weeks to look at this mountain of documents?

Response to Comment No. 68-2

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

Comment No. 68-3

I question the adequacy of the traffic study supporting this DEIR.

I live near the intersection of Argyle and Franklin, and I believe that it is already in failure at many
evening peak times. I routinely drive east on Franklin at about 6:30 pm (which is outside of the
mistakenly-truncated peak afternoon study time of 3:00 pm to 6:00 pm), Tuesdays and Thursdays, and I
observe that west-going traffic on Franklin (mostly people waiting to get on the 101 at Argyle) is backed
up often as far as Wilton Place.

Again, this is at a time which was not even measured by the traffic study.
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Despite this, the traffic study describes the Franklin/Argyle intersection as being currently adequate.
(IV.K.1 Transportation - Traffic Draft Environmental Impact Report Page IV.K.1-22)

I recognize that whoever did this study may have complied with the applicable procedures or regulations
of LA DOT. However, if LA DOT considers the Franklin/Argyle intersection to be acceptable currently,
then its judgment too must be questioned.

Argyle is a Local Street, and many of us depend on it to get in and out of our homes. Not everyone can
use public transit, and this is a hilly area. Please reconsider the proposed impacts on our neighborhood.

Response to Comment No. 68-3

Please see Response to Comment No. 09-36 (AMDA). In addition, the Project was determined to have a
significant impact at Intersection No. 6-Argyle Avenue and Franklin Avenue/US 101 NB On-Ramp. The
Traffic Study Appendix IV.K.1 of Draft EIR, has proposed a mitigation measure at this intersection to
help improve the traffic conditions. The proposed enhancements for the Argyle Avenue and Franklin
Avenue/US 101 NB On-Ramp are also identified in Mitigation Measure K.1-10 on pages 1-94 and
IV.K.1-58 of the Draft EIR (and revised to Mitigation Measure K.1-11 to accommodate a new Mitigation
Measure K.1-4, as described in Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR).

Comment No. 68-4

There is so much more I would like to say, but I am out of time.

Response to Comment No. 68-4

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 69 - MASON, JEAN CLYDE

Jean Clyde Mason
2777 Woodshire Drive, Hollywoodland, CA 90068

December 11, 2012

Comment No. 69-1

These height allowances are outrageous. I will join with my neighbors and I will fight against them.

Response to Comment No. 69-1

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height.

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 69-2

Garcetti is the leader of our now corrupt City Government. He should be impeached, dethroned, fined
and first EXPOSED as a CROOKED POLITICIAN, taking bribes and favors from money hungry
developers.

Response to Comment No. 69-2

The comment is an opinion and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of
the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.
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LETTER NO. 70 - MCDONOUGH, BARBARA
Barbara McDonough
December 8, 2012

Comment No. 70-1

This is a travesty on the landscape! These buildings are completely out of scale for anywhere in LA, not
to mention the historic neighborhood of Hollywood.

Response to Comment No. 70-1

Please see Response to Comment No 14-5 (Hollywood Heritage), Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3,
and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on
the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent structures.

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 70-2

Not only will they be an eyesore, you will ruin the one-of-a-kind underground echo chambers in the
Capitol Studios which unfortunately will sit between the two hideous towers to-be. These echo chambers
were built by the legendary Les Paul and still are attracting the top musical talent of the world to record
there, which gives a lot of business to the area and are recognized globally as beyond valuable. Sinatra,
the Beach Boys, The Beatles and hundreds of legendary acts have sought out recording there for the
existing echo chambers. In 2007 one was damaged when the digging began to build that adjacent parking
lot. With these buildings, they will all be ruined for sure. Who's going to answer for that?

Response to Comment No. 70-2

The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration levels that could be
experienced by the Capitol Record echo chambers and studios. For the purposes of CEQA analysis, the
Project’s physical vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing environment (i.e., the Capitol
Records Building’s underground echo chambers) would be considered significant and unavoidable.
Under the analysis for the Project’s impact on the Capital Record echo chambers and studios, the only
significant impact would be an operational use conflict, not the loss of, or damage to, a historic resource.

Comment No. 70-3

And have you even considered the traffic nightmare you will further aggravate? All the other
development you have recently allowed will not even be functioning... just try getting to Trader Joes on
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Vine now... it's at least 10-15 minutes to even get into the parking structure because the surrounding
streets are infested with tourist foot traffic, cabs are parked all around the W hotel, and cars are backed up
all the way up the hill past Yucca.

Response to Comment No. 70-3

The Draft EIR contains a detailed analysis of traffic impacts and a corresponding technical report. Please
see those documents for traffic impacts. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or
question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts
of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 70-4

You will also have everyone trying to get on and off the 101 backing up the highway ramp. It's horrible
as it is now on Argyle and with Vine being out of commission, this is a receipt for disaster. This is not
proper civic planning! This is absolute greed driving your decision.

Response to Comment No. 70-4

The comment is noted. The traffic conditions on/off the northbound US-101 Freeway from Argyle
Avenue are constrained by the conditions at the freeway mainline and the surface street intersection of
Argyle Avenue and Franklin Avenue/US 101 NB On-Ramp. The proposed enhancements for the Argyle
Avenue and Franklin Avenue/US 101 NB On-Ramp are identified in Mitigation Measure K.1-10 on pages
1-94 and IV .K.1-58 of the Draft EIR (and revised to Mitigation Measure K.1-11 to accommodate a new
Mitigation Measure K.1-4, as described in Section IV, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR). As
shown in the Traffic Study, Appendix I[V.K.1 of Draft EIR, the Project traffic would not have significant
impacts on freeway mainline.

Comment No. 70-5

Additionally, with all the recent earthquake activity in North America, nobody wants to even live in a
high-rise, so undoubtedly they will sit with minimum capacity occupancy, just like the others that already
exist on Vine. I ask you, who are they serving, save for greedy developers? Answer: just you and the
guys making all the money to destroy such a historical corner.

Response to Comment No. 70-5

The Project Site is not listed within an Alquist-Prioli Fault Zoning Map area. For information regarding
fault rupture and the potential for a major earthquake to occur, please refer to Response to Comment No
24-4 (Anderson, Robert) above.
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Comment No. 70-6

You owe it to those you serve to revisit the building of such architectural ugly structures and the ethically-
challanged glad-shaking deals you've been making on behalf of those you serve. It's truly disgusting.

Response to Comment No. 70-6

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential aesthetic impacts in Section IV.A, Aesthetics.
Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.
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LETTER NO. 72_ MORROW, MICHAEL
Michael Morrow
December 10, 2012

Comment No. 71-1

I'm almost a 66 year resident of Hollywood and am awestruck that a traffic study was not yet done for the
proposed project. Former City Councilman, Mike Woo, knew how bad traffic could get, and that was one
reason he had a four-story height limit set on new Hollywood construction. Towers ten times that seem
out of the question of sanity for all but pedestrians. As popular as Hollywood has been, I'd rather it not
have something build that would even resemble a tempting, twin-towers type target for any troubled
terrorist. I'd think that City-Hall height would be enough for more than enough for any future (additional)
Hollywood landmark,

Response to Comment No. 71-1

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. Also,
it should be noted that a detailed traffic study was prepared for the Project and was circulated for public
review along with the Draft EIR.

Comment No. 71-2

Finally, please extend the time for public comment on the traffic study, and let me know the results of a
traffic study for the proposed project.

Response to Comment No. 71-2

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request. Also, as stated above, it should be noted that a detailed traffic study was
prepared for the Project and was circulated for public review along with the Draft EIR.
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LETTER NO. 72 - NEGRI, PATTI
Patti Negri
December 7, 2012

Comment No. 72-1

Thank you Jack, this is GREAT! We will shortly be sending an email around for hopefully ALL
residents to do the same! ;o) Patti.

Response to Comment No. 72-1

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 73 - NELSON, TODD
Todd Nelson
December 11, 2012

Comment No. 73-1

When you have a moment, could you please confirm that you received our DEIR comment letter that was
emailed to you yesterday afternoon? Thank you very much!

Response to Comment No. 73-1

The comment is referring to Comment Letter No. 09, (AMDA). The comment does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 74 - PAGE, BARB
Barb Page
December 10, 2012

Comment No. 74-1

Please consider the traffic implications in the Hollywood area. The traffic on Franklin between the
Mayfair market and Gower is already impossible and getting worse. This is unacceptable, to proceed
without a traffic study. I object to the Millennium Hollywood Project because it is not ready unless/until
the traffic studies have been completed!

Response to Comment No. 74-1

The commenter wants a traffic study done for the Project. As identified in the Draft EIR, a Traffic Study
was performed for the Project and Section IV.K.1, Transportation — Traffic, of the Draft EIR summarizes
the analysis presented in the Traffic Impact Study for the Millennium Hollywood Development,
Hollywood, CA, which was prepared by Crain & Associates, dated June 2012 (Traffic Study). The scope
and methodology of the analysis was determined in conjunction with the City of Los Angeles Department
of Transportation (LADOT). The Traffic Study is contained in Appendix K.l to this Draft EIR.
Nevertheless, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making
bodies for their review and consideration.

Millennium Hollywood Project 111.B Responses to Comments — Individual Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 111.B-290



City of Los Angeles February 2013

LETTER NO. 75 - PHILLIPS, SUZANNE

Suzanne Phillips
2917 Ledgewood Drive, Los Angeles, CA 90068

December 9, 2012

Comment No. 75-1

I strongly object to the overly high towers proposed for Hollywood. I believe they will mar forever a
world famously view of the Hollywood hills that the whole city enjoys.

Response to Comment No. 75-1

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for information regarding views, including views of the
Hollywood Sign, and overall visual character of the Project in Hollywood.

Comment No. 75-2

This area is already congested as we who live here know too well and I understand that parking. In the
buildings will be inadequate.

Response to Comment No. 75-2

With regard to parking, the Project’s parking was analyzed using a shared parking which may be applied
to the Base Demand when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a
24-hour cycle or between weekends and weekdays pursuant to the Development Agreement and the
Development Regulations. This is consistent with Community Plan Update policies and Section 106.61 of
the Green Building Code. The intent is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching parking
demand with complementary uses. As the actual number of spaces will be dependent upon the land uses
constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program, the calculation of the parking requirements
shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to Project construction based on the procedures set forth
below and in the Development Agreement. As discussed above, parking will be provided to meet
demand.

Comment No. 75-3

I own 3 residential properties in the area as well as 2 commercial buildings. I live in Hollywoodland.
Please pass my comments on.
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Response to Comment No. 75-3

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in
identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
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LETTER NO. 76 - POOLE, NANCY CARLA

Nancy Carla Poole
5860 Canyon Cove, Los Angeles, CA 90068

December 9, 2012

Comment No. 76-1

Please extend the public comment period for the Millennium Hollywood Project.

Response to Comment No. 76-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

Comment No. 76-2

The traffic study must be done. As a homeowner, I already experience congested traffic in the area. How
will traffic get onto the 101?

Response to Comment No. 76-2

A traffic study was prepared and discussed in Section IV.K.1, Transportation - Traffic, of the Draft EIR.
The Traffic Study is Appendix K.1 of the Draft EIR.

Traffic will access the 101 freeway via the existing onramps.

Comment No. 79-3

It will also be out of size compared to the surrounding buildings. This is a recipe for an eyesore that will
ruin the historic Hollywood area.

Response to Comment No. 79-3

It should be noted that the Project Site does not contain a height limitation under current zoning. Also,
the Draft EIR analyzed height and massing issues related to surrounding properties in Sections IV.A,
Aesthetics, IV.C, Cultural Resources, and IV.G, Land Use Planning. The Draft EIR discloses that the
Project allows for a scale and massing of new development that is significantly larger than other
structures in the immediately surrounding area. The Draft EIR specifically acknowledges that the Project
has the potential to add considerable height and density, and that the immediate surroundings of the on-
site and adjacent historic resources will be altered. Alteration of the surrounding area however will not
critically reduce the integrity of surrounding historic resources such that their eligibility for listing in
national, state, or local registers will be impaired.
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Please see Response to Comment No 14-5 (Hollywood Heritage), Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3,
and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical Response 4, Cultural Resources for a discussion on the
compatibility of the Project with the adjacent structures.
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LETTER NO. 77 - REICHENBACH, FRAN (#1)
Fran Reichenbach
December 4, 2012

Comment No. 77-1

I just got off the phone with Srimal. She tells me that requests for an extension of time for commenting
on this Environmental document have been received and while they are still being reviewed, she is of the
understanding that you are officially preparing a statement refusing to allow such an extension of time. I
also understand that you are in receipt of a request to extend this comment period by Eric Garcetti. I'm
hoping that you will call me so we can discuss this. It would help to understand directly from you the
rationale for denying so many requests.

Response to Comment No. 77-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.
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LETTER NO. 78 - REICHENBACH, FRAN (#2)
Fran Reichenbach
December 4, 2012

Comment No. 78-1

It is my opinion, that the Planning Department should be responsive to the people as well as the
councilmember (Garcetti) who have made this request. Please extend the comment period.

Response to Comment No. 78-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.
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LETTER NO. 79 - REICHENBACH, FRAN (#3)
Fran Reichenbach
December 6, 2012

Comment No. 79-1

Attached is a copy of the extension request from the Hollywood Dell. Please consider and include in the
file for the Millennium Hollywood Project.

Response to Comment No. 79-1

The extension request from the Hollywood Dell Civic Association is included as Comment Letter #13 and
responded to in Comment 13-1.

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.
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LETTER NO. 80 - REZNIK, BENJAMIN (#1)

Benjamin M. Reznik
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP
1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7" Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90067

December 6, 2012

Comment No. 80-1

We represent and are writing on behalf of HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC and the
Hollywood & Vine Residences Association, the owner and homeowners association, respectively, of the
W Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90028. On
October 25, 2012, the Planning Department circulated the Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") for the
Millennium Hollywood Project for a 45-day comment period until December 10, 2012. We request that
the comment period be extended to a total of 60 days ending on December 24, 2012. We also request
notice of your approval of the extension by Friday, December 7, 2012.

The Project provides over a million square feet of new development including dwelling units, hotel,
office, restaurant, health and fitness and retail uses on a property that has historic designation. The EIR is
1,250 pages with thousands of additional pages of Appendices. Due to the expansive scope of proposed
development and the extraordinary length of the EIR, the extension is warranted under the California
Environmental Quality Act. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15105) As the City frequently provides for a 60-day
comment period on other large projects, this request is reasonable and consistent with City practices.

Response to Comment No. 80-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.
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LETTER NO. 81 - REZNIK, BENJAMIN (#2)

Benjamin M. Reznik
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP
1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7" Floor, Los Angeles, CA 90067

December 10, 2012

Comment No. 81-1

On behalf of the HEI/GC Hollywood & Vine Condominiums, LLC (“HEI/GC”) and the Hollywood &
Vine Residences Association ("HVRA"), the owner and homeowners association, respectively, of the W
Hollywood Hotel & Residences at 6250 Hollywood Boulevard, Los Angeles, California 90028 (the "W
Residences"), we provide the following public comment regarding the Draft Environmental Impact
Report ("DEIR") for the Millennium Hollywood Project (the "Project"), prepared by the City of Los
Angeles (the "City").

On May 31, 2011, HEI/GC submitted a public comment letter regarding the scoping of the EIR for the
Project. After review of the DEIR, we have several concerns about the Project and the accompanying
environmental analysis, because the DEIR fails to fully evaluate the issues identified in this letter, and
fails to properly analyze several additional issues relating to: project description, land use, aesthetics,
parking, air quality, school and library services, parkland, historic resources, noise, landfill capacity and
growth inducing impacts.

Response to Comment No. 81-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy
of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts
of the Project and contains a number of inaccuracies and false assumptions that does not fully disclose all
impacts. The subsequent comments in the letter go into more detail as to the concerns and perceived
inadequacies of the Draft EIR. Each of these has a Response to Comment, below.

Comment No. 81-2

I. The DEIR Does Not Contain a Stable, Accurate, and Finite Project Description, Precluding
an Understanding of What the Project Actually Contains.

The DEIR contains an amorphous, confusing, and wholly unstable Project Description, which amounts in
essence to a zone change with no definite proposal to accompany it. An "accurate, stable, and finite
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project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR." San Joaquin Raptor
Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 Cal. App. 4th 645, 655 (2007) ("San Joaquin Raptor 1), quoting
County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal App. 3d 185, 193 (1977). Furthermore, "[a}n accurate
Project Description is necessary for an intelligent evaluation of the potential environmental effects of a
proposed activity.” Silveira v. Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary Dist., 54 Cal. App. 4th 980, 990 (1997).
Therefore, an inaccurate or incomplete project description renders the analysis of environmental effects
inherently unreliable, in turn rendering impossible any evaluation of the benefits of the Project in light of
its significant effects. Although extensive detail is not necessarily required, a DEIR must describe a
project not only with sufficient detail, but also with sufficient accuracy, to permit informed decision-
making. See CEQA Guidelines§ 15124.

Response to Comment No. 81-2

The comment states case law regarding the adequacy of project descriptions cites the CEQA Guidelines
and contends that the project description is unstable and “amounts in essence to a zone change with no
definite proposal to accompany it.” An EIR requires an accurate and stable project description as
described by the Commenter. This does not mean, however, that the project description must be rigid or
inflexible. “The CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate proposal in the precise
mold of the initial project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights may emerge during the investigation
evoking revision of the original proposal.” County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199
(1977). While the proposed Project presents several design scenarios with the provision that the final
development may be any combination of the designs analyzed in the Draft EIR, the Project Description is
stable and presents the information required by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for environmental
review. The Project Description, provided in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, contains
the required contents set forth in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines, which was cited by the
Commenter.

Specifically, Section 15124(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, “The precise location and boundaries of
the proposed project shall be shown on a detailed map, preferably topographic. The location of the
project shall also appear on a regional map.” Consistent with these requirements, Figure II-1 on page 1I-3
of Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR depicts the regional vicinity of the Project Site, Figure
II-5 on page II-17 and Figure 11-6 on page II-19 provide Photo Location Maps of the Project Site, Figure
II-7 on page 1I-25 provides a site plan of the Project Site, and Figure 1I-2 on page 1I-2 provides an aerial
view of the Project Site and its environs.

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, “A statement of objectives sought by the proposed
project. A clearly written statement of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of
alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of
overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives should include the underlying
purpose of the project.” Pages I1-44 through 11-48 of Subsection D, in Section II, Project Description, of
the Draft EIR discusses the Project Objectives. In addition, as stated on page 11-44, “The underlying
purpose of the Project is to revitalize the Project Site from its existing use to a vibrant and modern mixed-
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use development that retains the iconic Capitol Records Complex while maximizing the opportunity for
creative development consistent with the priorities of the City's urban land use policies for Hollywood
and those expressed by various stakeholders.”

Section 15124(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, “A general description of the project's technical,
economic, and environmental characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and
supporting public service facilities.” Pages II-15 through II-44 of Section II, Project Description,
provides a discussion of the project’s characteristics.

Section 15124(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires, “A statement briefly describing the intended uses of
the EIR”. Pages 11-49 through II-50 of Subsection E, in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR
provides a discussion of the “Intended Uses of the EIR.”

Based on the above, the Project Description in the Draft EIR meets the requirements of CEQA and
accurately describes the Proposed Project in an appropriate level of detail for evaluation and review of
environmental impacts. Specifically, the EIR provides a reasonable worst case impact analysis for each
category of impact. For each category, the EIR uses the scenario that would produce the greatest impact.
Thus, the Project Description is designed to allow the EIR to create a Project impact “envelope” that
comprehends all of the impacts of the range of Project build-out combinations. For a given
environmental category, the EIR analyzes the scenario most likely to cause the greatest impact for that
category.

This “worst-case impact envelope” approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to
approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are
disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal.App.3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City of
Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA,
provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more
broadly than the project actually approved).

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the
contrary, CEQA Guideline Section 15124 provides: “The description of the project . . . should not supply
extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact.” See also, Dry
Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal. App.4™ 20, 27-28 (1990) (conceptual design satisfies
CEQA'’s requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is not
required). Therefore, the Project Description in the Draft EIR includes a range of options that could result
from the Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single
project.

Comment No. 81-3

The DEIR fails to meet this foundational requirement and, ultimately, provides only the most basic
understanding of what the Project entails. In fact, the only clear aspects of the Project are the doubling of
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the currently permitted floor area ratio to allow development of about 1.2 million square feet ("s.f.””) of
some combination of uses, of which about 1.1 million s.f.an amount approximately equivalent to the
Staples Center--comprises new development. Also, development of the Project would presumably occur
sometime before the 2035 horizon year of the requested development agreement ("D.A."). The purported
equivalency program and development regulations represent little more than a jumbled amalgam of
different Project characteristics, different aspects of which are evaluated depending on the environmental
issue area. A project description that allows anything is a project description that clarifies nothing.

Response to Comment No. 81-3

The comment is in regard to the adequacy of the Project Description under CEQA. The Project
Description, provided in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR contains the required contents
set forth in Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines. See Response to Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik,
Benjamin (#2)) above for a detailed assessment of the adequacy of the Project Description under CEQA.

Further, as described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR on Page 11-21, “[t]hrough the
analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential
Scenario, further described below, this Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each
environmental issue area...” Thus, the most intense impacts from each scenario represent the greatest
environmental impacts permitted for any development scenario for the Project. This “worst-case impact
envelope” approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to approve a project that varies
from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment
Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185,
190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA, provided impacts analysis
comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more broadly than the project
actually approved).

With respect to the Equivalency Program, as described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft
EIR, it does not allow the Project Applicant to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in the
Draft EIR. Further, it does not allow for development beyond the maximum impacts disclosed in the
Draft EIR. The Project may not exceed any of the maximum impacts identified for each issue area from
the Concept Plan, the Residential Scenario, or the Commercial Scenario.

The Equivalency Program would be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures set forth in
the Development Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency Program would
begin with the Project Applicant filing a request with the Department of City Planning. This request shall
include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being proposed. The
supporting documentation would also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed
Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR.
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Comment No. 81-4

For instance, the EIR includes a basic “Concept Plan," as well as two additional scenarios-the so-called
Commercial and Residential Scenarios. (DEIR, pp. 23, 27-28) However, further reading soon clarifies
that these scenarios are merely three among many, as uses, floor area, and parking may be transferred
between the two halves of the Project site. Moreover, as illustrated in the purported "Development
Regulations," the only guarantees provided with respect to massing are a 150-foot-tall podium on each
half of the Project site, above which any number of development configurations could occur.
Development above the podium could result in towers or large, blocky structures ranging in height from
220 to 585 feet,”” dwarfing the 151-foot-tall (including the spire) Capitol Records Building and
potentially displacing the Century Plaza Towers as the tallest buildings outside of downtown Los
Angeles. Or, as the building envelopes illustrated in the Development Regulations indicate, two massive
walls of development more akin to the Las Vegas Strip's Planet Hollywood than to Hollywood Boulevard.
Despite representations throughout the DEIR that the Development Regulations would guide and limit
development, avoiding environmental impacts, the Development Regulations provide large building
envelopes and a number of broad generalities masquerading as standards. For example, Section 6.2
(Street Walls) only encourages architectural elements to reduce the apparent massing of the inevitable
monolith: it requires nothing. Similarly, section 6.6.1.f provides that windows be recessed, except where
"inappropriate." Section 7.1.1 provides that the towers shall not appear "overwrought" and shall have
"big, simple moves": how can 600-foot-tall structures not appear "overwrought" in comparison to
adjacent development less than one third its height? **

Response to Comment No. 81-4

The comment raises concern that the Concept Plan, Commercial Scenario, and Residential Scenario are
merely three among many uses, floor area, and parking, which may be transferred between the two halves
of the Project Site. While flexibility is contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to
particular land uses, siting, and massing characteristics, the Draft EIR analyzes and discloses all potential
land uses, the maximum FAR (6:1), and the range of parking that would be provided. A conceptual plan
was prepared as an illustrative scenario to demonstrate a potential development program that implements
the Development Agreement land use and development standards. The Concept Plan provides an
illustrative assemblage of land uses and developed floor area that conforms to the terms of the
Development Agreement. Two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential
Scenario were also prepared and analyzed. Through the analysis of the Concept Plan, the Commercial
Scenario and the Residential Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each
environmental issue area. These maximum potential impacts per environmental issue area across all three
plans form the greatest environmental impact permitted for any development scenario for the Project. In

2 By way of comparison, the Ritz Carlton at L.A. Live is 653 feet tall; the Century Plaza Towers are 571 feet tall.

23 Particularly instructive in this regard is the acknowledgement in the Development Regulations that the "historic
datum” for the community is 150 feet. See Development Regulations, § 7 .1.5. Thus, this development would, even under
the most charitable reading, dwarf the surrounding neighborhood

Millennium Hollywood Project 111.B Responses to Comments — Individual Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 111.B-303



City of Los Angeles February 2013

addition to the identified development scenarios listed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Equivalency
Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could respond to the growth of
Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of the development. Land uses to be
developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the limitations of
the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental
impacts that are identified in the Draft EIR or exceed the maximum FAR.

To respond to the commenter’s statement that two massive walls of development will be built, it is well
recognized that there is a large range of aesthetic characteristics and contrasts (including height) within
the City of Los Angeles. This also applies to the existing aesthetic conditions surrounding the Project
Site in the Hollywood community of Los Angeles, which consists primarily of surface parking lots, low-
scale construction, and surrounding larger urban structures. The proposed structures could range from
approximately 220 to 585 feet high, assuming they are built to the maximum height limit established in
the Development Regulations. Heights up to 585 feet are allowed by right on the Project Site, as there are
no zoning or other regulations that place height limits on the Project Site.  From most vantage points the
Project’s towers would occupy the skyline and contribute to the urban form.

The visual character existing today at and around the Project Site is one of an urban landscape with a
mixed-use nature and a variety of different heights and massing. As noted in the Draft EIR, there is
minimal thematic or consistent visual character that defines either the Project Site or the surrounding
aesthetic environment. Instead, the area is characterized by a variety of commercial, office, hotel, and
mixed-use urban structures that range from historic mid-rise architecture to modern glass tower buildings
with advertising signage.

The comment contends that the Development Regulations only provide broad generalities and provided a
few examples. While the Development Regulations do provide some recommendations, the majority are
requirements that guide and limit development. For example, Section 6.2, cited in the comment, requires
the street wall to be articulated “to create a sense of different uses, visual uses and orientation.” It also
requires the street wall to “have proportions and architectural building details which emphasize and
reflect the presence and importance of the pedestrian environment.” Section 6.6.1, also cited in the
comment, provides a number of requirements and limits including, but not limited to, the use of
“sustainable materials,” rooftop mechanical equipment is required to be screened and the screening “shall
be designed to be integral with the building architecture and the visual impact shall be minimized.”

The comment also cites Section 7.1.1, and questions, “how can 600-foot-tall structures not appear
"overwrought" in comparison to adjacent development less than one third its height?” First, Section
7.1.1, requires that “[tJowers shall have their massing designed to reduce overall bulk and to appear
slender.” Second, Section 7.1.2, the section containing the term overwrought states in part that “[tJowers
shall be designed to achieve a simple faceted geometry...[and] shall not appear overwrought or to have
over manipulated-manipulated elements” As such, “overwrought” is not related to height, but rather
related to the idea of a sleek tower as opposed to an overcomplicated or overly ornate tower.
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Comment No. 81-5

Further, the purported Equivalency Program and Development Regulations allow development of a nearly
infinite number of development mixes, ranging anywhere from nearly over 900 residential units (rental or
owned) to none, anywhere from over 200 hotel rooms to none, and 215,000 s.f. or more of office uses.
Other uses, such as restaurants and health/fitness clubs are listed, but may or may not appear in the final
development.

Response to Comment No. 81-5

It is the overall intent of the Equivalency Program to allow development flexibility with respect to the
buildout of the Project. Specifically, the Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so
that the Project could respond to the growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out
duration of the development. The City of Los Angeles has given developers a tool to allow the exchange
of land uses among the permitted uses, so long as the limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied
and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of environmental impacts identified in the Draft EIR or
exceed the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR).

Development proposed through the Equivalency Program allows the Applicant to construct land uses and
structures that are consistent with the growth of Hollywood and local economy at the time of
construction. It does not allow the Applicant to propose land uses that are not identified and studied in
the Draft EIR nor does it allow any use to be proposed in excess of the studied impacts. Through the
analysis of the Concept Plan and two additional scenarios, the Commercial Scenario and the Residential
Scenario, the Draft EIR analyzes the greatest potential impact on each environmental issue area.

Procedurally, the Equivalency Program would be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures
set forth in the Development Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency
Program would begin with the Project Applicant filing a request with the Department of City Planning.
This request shall include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being
proposed. The supporting documentation would also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that
the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in
the Draft EIR.

This “worst-case impact envelope” approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to
approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are
disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal.App.3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City of
Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA,
provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more
broadly than the project actually approved).

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the contrary,
CEQA Guideline Section 15124 provides: “The description of the project . . . should not supply extensive
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detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact.” See also, Dry Creek
Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal.App.4™ 20, 27-28 (1990) (conceptual design satisfies
CEQA’s requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is not
required). Therefore, the Project Description in the Draft EIR includes a range of options that could result
from the Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single
project.]

Comment No. 81-6

Thus, the project description fails not only to provide any meaningful description of the actually proposed
development, but also, by using only generalities in terms of square footages, fails to provide any
information about the actual uses planned for the Project site. As stated above, residential units could
comprise rental units or for-sale units.

Response to Comment No. 81-6

The commenter asserts that the Project Description fails to provide information about actual uses for the
Project. As stated earlier, in the Response to Comment No. 81-2, the Proposed Project presents several
design scenarios, with the provision that the final development maybe any combination of the designs
analyzed in the Draft EIR. CEQA and the City of Los Angeles provide essential flexibility tools to
applicants so that Projects can respond to the ever-changing real estate market and needs of the
Hollywood area. Even though the defined Concept Plan presented in the Draft EIR represents only one
scenario that may result from the approval of the proposed Development Agreement, overall flexibility is
contemplated in the Development Agreement with regard to particular land uses, siting, and massing
characteristics. In addition to the identified development scenarios listed in the Draft EIR, the proposed
Equivalency Program would provide development flexibility so that the Project could respond to the
growth of Hollywood and market conditions over the build-out duration of the development. Land uses
to be developed would be allowed to be exchanged among the permitted land uses so long as the
limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and do not exceed the analyzed upper levels of
environmental impacts that are identified in the Draft EIR or exceed the maximum FAR.

Procedurally, the Equivalency Program would be implemented pursuant to the administrative procedures
set forth in the Development Agreement. The process to initiate an exchange under the Equivalency
Program would begin with the Project Applicant filing a request with the Department of City Planning.
This request shall include detailed information identifying the land use transfer/exchange that is being
proposed. The supporting documentation would also provide sufficient information to demonstrate that
the proposed Equivalency Program would not exceed the maximum environmental impacts identified in
the Draft EIR.

This “worst-case impact envelope” approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to
approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are
disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal.App.3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City of
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Los Angeles, 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA,
provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more
broadly than the project actually approved).

Comment No. 81-7

The requested entitlements also include a conditional use permit for alcoholic beverage sales though,
consistent with the rest of the project description, the DEIR fails to provide any specific information on
this point (will the contemplated roof-top cafe (if the tower exceeds 550 feet in height), or other spaces,
include alcohol service?). To the extent the Applicant has any specific plans for specialized uses that
might occur on-site, the DEIR must describe those plans. See Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v.
City of Bakersfield, 124 Cal. App. 4th 1184, 1213 (2004) ("[T]o simply state as did the . . . EIR that 'no
stores have been identified' without disclosing the type of retailers envisioned ... is not only misleading
and inaccurate, but hints at mendacity."). The actual uses of the site could alter the impact analysis and,
as described in more detail below, the significant omissions in the DEIR either prevent or obscure key
impact analyses. As the project description stands, the community and decision-makers are simply left to
wonder as to what the Applicant would ultimately construct and precisely what would occupy that square
footage. Furthermore, changes to the Project would occur with the Applicant "filing a request," but no
further detail is provided regarding the level of review and how the Project would achieve compliance
with CEQA.

Response to Comment No. 81-7

The comment states that specific information regarding the conditional use permit for alcohol sales was
not included in the Draft EIR and to the extent that “any specific plans for specialized uses that might
occur on-site,” the Draft EIR must describe those plans. As Commenter notes, the Project Description
does identify that a CUP for off-site sale and on-site sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages is being
requested by the Project Applicant. See Section II, Project Description, page 11-49.

The Project Description provides more than the comment suggests regarding the location of alcohol sales
by stating that “[fJood and beverage uses would be provided both on the ground floor and within the
hotel, sports club and office and on a possible rooftop observation deck. The food and beverage uses
would include full-service restaurants and a café. The full service restaurant would also include outdoor
dining areas.” Id. at page 1I-30. As such, pursuant to the Project Description, the full-service restaurants
and café, the hotel and the dining area of the potential rooftop observation deck could serve alcohol.

The Project Applicant is requesting a master conditional use permit to permit the onsite sales and
consumption and sale for offsite consumption of a full line of alcoholic beverages. Because none of the
specific operators of the alcohol-serving establishments can be known until after the Project is built, a
blanket conditional use would require that each operator seek and obtain plan approval from the Zoning
Administrator before the operator is authorized to serve alcohol within the project. The purpose of the
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plan approval is to ensure that each operator proposes a use that is consistent and compatible with the
blanket conditional use.

The master conditional use would consist of ten alcohol-related uses within the Project as follows:

1. Five sit-down restaurants or cafés with a full line of alcoholic beverages for onsite sales and
consumption with food (Type 47 - bona fide public eating place), including a hotel restaurant that
may feature live music and dancing.

2. One café or restaurant on the potential rooftop observation deck with a full-line of alcoholic
beverages for onsite sales and consumption with food (Type 47 — bona fide public eating place).

3. One nightclub lounge with a full line of alcoholic beverages for onsite sales and consumption.
While the nightclub lounge may serve food, it is intended to be a Type 48 stand-alone bar
establishment and will include bottle service. The nightclub lounge may also feature live
entertainment and dancing.

4. One retail establishment, such as a gourmet grocery or high-end wine and spirits store, selling a
full line of alcoholic beverages for offsite consumption (Type 21 — offsite general).

5. Two mobile bars to provide alcohol service for special events at several locations on the Project
Site, which may also feature live entertainment and dancing. Service of food and/or a full line of
alcoholic beverages will be conducted at these special event locations either by the specified
onsite providers or by appropriately licensed off-site providers.

The Draft EIR also discusses the food and beverage uses in Section IV.H, Noise, for example. It explains
that “[t]he Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at the pedestrian level at-
grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels of the proposed
towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space areas, swimming pools and
poolside seating, and outdoor dining.” See Section IV.H, Noise, page IV.H-40. The section goes on to
conclude that outdoor eating and gathering areas would not substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise
levels at surrounding off site uses and that these impacts would be less than significant.

The Commenter cites Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield, 124 Cal. App. 4™ 1184
(2004) (“Bakersfield™), for his contentions regarding specific plans for specialized uses and the argument
that the actual uses on the site could alter the impact analysis. First, Bakersfield is a case primarily
regarding the need for an urban decay study and corresponding analysis in the environmental impact
report when a project includes a Supercenter. This Project does not propose a Superstore or any type of
retail use that would require an urban decay study. To the extent that Bakersfield, could be broadly
applicable here, the Project Applicant does not have any specific plans for specialized uses that might
occur on-site and is not proposing any specialized uses like a Supercenter.
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The Draft EIR studies all of the potential uses of the Project Site including residential, hotel, food and
beverage (including alcohol) uses, retail, fitness center/sports club, and office use. Further specificity is
unknown and not required because the end user (i.e. name or type of retail or name of restaurant) would
not implicate new or different environmental effects other than those already addressed in the Draft EIR.
See Maintain Our Desert Environment v. Town of Apple Valley, 120 Cal. App. 4™ 396 (2004).

With regard to the comment that the public is left to wonder what will be built, please refer to Response
to Comment No. 81-5 above (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)), for more information. Also, see Response to
Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information as to the Project Description’s
adequacy under CEQA.

Comment No. 81-8

As a result of the exclusions described above and in more detail below, the DEIR lacks the information
necessary for reasoned and informed consideration of the Project's environmental impacts. See CEQA
Guidelines § 15121(a). Moreover, given the many significant and unavoidable impacts the DEIR predicts
that the Project will cause, the lack of specificity regarding the development proposal-specifically, the
request for a building envelope and virtually unlimited physical and temporal flexibility-renders
impossible any informed judgment by the decision-makers regarding the benefits of the Project against its
significant effects, contrary to CEQA. See King County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 221 Cal. App.
3d 692, 712 (1990). These omissions in the DEIR also deprive the decision-makers of substantial
evidence upon which to make findings or adopt a statement of overriding considerations. The City must
demand that the Applicant put forth an actual, finite development proposal, and must base both the
environmental analysis and the consideration of the Project on that basis. The City must also revise and
recirculate the DEIR to provide the public and decisionmakers the opportunity for informed comment and
deliberation.

Response to Comment No. 81-8

The Commenter states that the Draft EIR lacks the information necessary for reasoned and informed
consideration of the Project’s environmental impacts. The Project Description presents the information
required by CEQA to provide a meaningful basis for environmental review. An EIR requires an accurate
and stable project description as described by the Commenter. This does not mean, however, that the
project description must be rigid or inflexible. See County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App.
3d 185, 199 (1977).

The Commenter expresses concern about the building envelope and the physical and temporal flexibility,
however, the EIR provides a reasonable worst-case impact analysis for each category of impact. For each
category, the EIR uses the scenario that would produce the greatest impact. Thus, the project description
is designed to allow the EIR to create a Project impact “envelope” that comprehends all of the impacts of
a range of Project build-out combinations. For a given environmental category, the EIR analyses the
scenario most likely to cause the greatest impact for that category.
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This “worst-case impact envelope” approach complies with CEQA, which allows a lead agency to
approve a project that varies from the project described in the EIR, so long as all of the impacts are
disclosed. Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency, 173 Cal. App. 3d 1029, 1041 (1985); County of Inyo v. City
of Los Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 190 (1977) (elastic project description not per se violation of CEQA,
provided impacts analysis comprehends all potential impacts, lead agency may describe a project more
broadly than the project actually approved).

Further, CEQA does not require that detailed engineering design be presented in the EIR. To the
contrary, CEQA Guideline Section 15124 provides: “The description of the project . . . should not supply
extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of environmental impact.” See also, Dry
Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare, 70 Cal. App. 4th20, 27-28 (1990) (conceptual design
satisfies CEQA’s requirement for a general description of the project, and precise engineering design is
not required).

Therefore, the Project Description in the EIR includes a range of options that could result from the
Project. CEQA does not prohibit an EIR from analyzing a range of potential options for a single project.
As such, the City does not need to require the Project Applicant to put forth an “actual, finite development
proposal” and the Draft EIR does not need to be revised and recirculated.

See Response to Comment No. 81-2 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for additional information as to the Project
Description’s adequacy under CEQA.

Comment No. 81-9

Il. The DEIR Fails to Adequately identify and Analyze the Significant Environmental Impacts
of Removing the Zoning Restrictions and Amending the Community Plan.

The DEIR notes that the Property is within a C4-2D-SN zone, with a "D" development limitation that
restrict the total floor area on the Property to a floor area ratio ("FAR") of 3:1 (Ord. No. 165659). (DEIR,
II-25) The Property has a Regional Center Commercial land use designation. On June 19, 2012, the
City Council approved a Community Plan Update that increased the FAR on the site to 4.5: 1.
Subsequently, several neighborhood groups sued the City over the Community Plan Update in response to
the proposed increase in density. These include Save Hollywood.org v. City of Los Angeles (BS 138370),
Fix the City, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (BS138580), and La Mirada Neighborhood Association of
Hollywood (BS138369). These complaints allege violations of CEQA for failure to properly evaluate the
increase in density, among other issues. These cases have been consolidated and are being heard by
Judge Goodman in Los Angeles Superior Court, with yet unknown outcome. The Hollywood Chamber of
Commerce intervened in the case, and is represented by Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, the same
attorneys that represent the developer of the Hollywood Millennium Project. A Motion to Compel
documents is calendared for December 14, 2012. Possible outcomes of the litigation include a stay on
issuing permits under the new 4.5:1 FAR density, or an order for additional environmental review under
CEQA. As such, the DEIR must evaluate the Project under the existing FAR of 3:1, or provide a caveat
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that if the court issues a petition for writ of mandate requiring additional CEQA review for the
Community Plan Update, the Project will also require subsequent CEQA review.

The Project includes an increase in FAR from 3:1 to 6:1, which is double the currently permitted density
on the site. The DEIR states that the Redevelopment Plan allows an increase in FAR from 4.5:1 to 6:1, if
the proposed development furthers the goals and intent of the Redevelopment Plan and the Community
Plan. (DEIR, 11I-26) However, the DEIR does not evaluate the increase in FAR from the existing
permitted FAR of 3:1 to 4.5: 1, in the event that the Community Plan Update is not upheld in the court.
Therefore, the DEIR must fully evaluate the land use impacts of doubling the density on the Property.

Response to Comment No. 81-9

The commenter is correct that a possible outcome of the litigation could include a stay on issuing permits
under the newly proposed 4.5:1 FAR, however, the Project analyzes and discusses potential Project
impacts under a 6:1 FAR, whether existing FAR is 3:1 per the “D” Limitation, or the modified FAR of
4.5:1 per the Hollywood Community Plan Update. The Draft EIR also evaluates the Project’s consistency
with both the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood Community Plan Update, so if the
litigation results in a stay or negates the implementation of the Hollywood Community Plan Update, the
Project has already been evaluated based on the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and no subsequent
CEQA review is required. See pages IV.G.35-48 of the Draft EIR for the analysis of the Project’s
consistency with both the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood Community Plan
Update.

Further, as discussed in Section II, Project Description and Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft
EIR, the Project Applicant is requesting the removal of the “D” Limitation from the Project Site's zoning
designation, thereby resulting in a FAR of 6:1. As such, the Project Applicant is not relying in any way
on the Hollywood Community Plan Update for additional FAR. Further, the Regional Center
Commercial land use designation allows for the construction of commercial, parking, and high-density
multi-family residential uses. Development of the Project would include multi-family residential, retail,
restaurant and commercial land uses, in addition to the Capitol Records Complex, which would be
retained as part of the Project. Contrary to the commenter’s statement that the Project is not consistent
with zoning designations, this type of development would be consistent with the Regional Center
Commercial land use designation of the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan and the Hollywood
Community Plan Update.

Comment No. 81-10

I11. The DEIR Does Not Evaluate Any Impacts Related to a Conditional Use Permit for the Sale
of Alcoholic Beverages or Live Entertainment.

The DEIR lists one of the proposed uses of the DEIR as a "Conditional Use Permit for limited sale and
on-site consumption of alcoholic beverages, live entertainment, and floor area ratio averaging in a unified
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development". (DEIR, 11-49) However, the DEIR fails to identify and fully evaluate the impacts for the
proposed conditional uses for the sale of alcoholic beverages or live entertainment.

For a Conditional Use Permit for the sale of alcohol and/or live entertainment (CUB), the City requires
specific information, such as (i) floor plans identifying areas where alcohol will be served and consumed,
(i1) the total occupancy numbers of each area where alcohol will be served, (iii) the sensitive uses in the
area that may be affected by the service of alcohol in this specific location, (iv) the hours of operation of
the establishment, and the times when alcohol will be served within the hours of operation, (v) food
service during alcohol service, (vi) the times at which live entertainment is permitted, (vii) mitigation
measures, including design features and insulation, to limit the noise of live entertainment, (viii)
particular mitigation measures for service of alcohol on outdoor patios and roof decks, and several other
mitigation measures related to noise, traffic, security, parking, and impact on public services that are
directly effected by the sale of alcohol and live entertainment. Hollywood is an area that is oversaturated
with liquor licenses for both on and off-site consumption. Therefore, any proposed conditional use permit
for the sale of alcohol or live entertainment must be thoroughly evaluated with input from the Police
Department and community stakeholders, and each establishment within the Project must be evaluated
separately. Therefore, a supplemental or subsequent MND or EIR is required for the service of alcohol
and live entertainment use within the Property, at the time that the Applicant has completed at least
schematic design level drawings for each establishment. This is the standard of review for CUB permits
that has been consistently applied to the entitlements for the numerous hotels, restaurants and night clubs
in the Hollywood area, and is required to properly evaluate the Project's environmental impacts under
CEQA.

Response to Comment No. 81-10

The comment claims that the Draft EIR does not evaluate any impacts related to a conditional use permit
(CUP) for the sale of alcoholic beverages or live entertainment. This issue was also raised and responded
to in Response to Comment No. 81-7 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) above. Please see that response for a
discussion of how the Draft EIR incorporates adequate information and analyses regarding the master
conditional use permit for alcohol sales. In summary, the Draft EIR does analyze the potential impacts
associated with the CUP for sale of alcoholic beverages and entertainment uses in the Draft EIR
including, but not limited to, the project description, noise, public services, and land use sections.

The comment then recites, without a reference to any controlling municipal code sections, the apparent
City of Los Angeles requirements for a CUP for the sale of alcohol and/or live entertainment. These
requirements are noted, but are not germane to the environmental impact issues analyzed in the Draft EIR
because these details will be reviewed by the City before issuance of permits to the establishments
covered by the CUP.

It is important to recognize the CUP requested in the Draft EIR is a master CUP. A master CUP
accomplishes the following: (1) establishes the maximum number of alcohol-serving establishments and
locations within the project; (2) establishes the types of alcohol-serving establishments within the project;
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and (3) establishes certain permitted activities within those establishments, such as live entertainment and
dancing.

Response to Comment No. 81-7 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) above lists the establishments covered by the
master CUP requested in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, this blanket CUP would require that each operator
seek and obtain plan approval from the Zoning Administrator before the operator is authorized to serve
alcohol within the Project. It follows that the Draft EIR has provided sufficient information and analysis
to support approval of a master CUP with the understanding that the more specific plan approval review
will be required before operation of permitted uses under the master CUP.

Next, the comment claims that the Hollywood area is oversaturated with liquor licenses for both on and
off-site consumption. The comment demands that any CUP must be thoroughly evaluated for each
separate establishment. As noted above, the forthcoming Zoning Administrator review would provide a
case-by-case assessment of the proposed alcohol and entertainment operations. Thus, the Draft EIR
provides a sufficient level of information and analysis to support the master CUP within the context of
additional review by the City before certificates of occupancy are granted. Similarly, the comment asserts
that a supplemental or subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) or EIR is required at the
completion of the schematic design level drawings for each alcohol or entertainment related venues
proposed in the Project.

Again, note that the Draft EIR analyzes a master CUP. Subsequent review, and likely conditions of
approval, will occur at the Zoning Administrator level, but that review will not require preparation of a
new MND or EIR because the Draft EIR analyzes the potential impacts associated with the land uses
contemplated under the master CUP.

Comment No. 81-11

IV. The Traffic Analysis Uses Inappropriate Trip Generation Rates.

As shown in page [V.K.1-34, the traffic analysis for the Project used a trip generation rate for residential
units of 0.685 trips per unit. This rate is about two thirds of the trip generation rate employed in studies
for other similarly sized projects. For example, the Casden Sepulveda Project EIR used a rate of 1 trip
per unit. Both projects use discounts for transit proximity. However, the DEIR for the Project provides
no substantial evidence to support this lower rate, and given the number of potential residential units
(about 500 in one scenario), this trip generation difference is substantial and would have a material effect
on the analysis. The City must revise the DEIR and traffic study either to substantiate the failure to
employ an appropriate trip generation rate, or to revise the traffic study to reflect that rate.

Response to Comment No. 81-11

The comment states that the trip generation rate for residential units of 0.685 trips per unit is not
appropriate and that the Casden Sepulveda Project EIR used a rate of 1 trip per unit. The comment seems
to confuse the trip generation rates with the Trip Cap, as trip generation equations were used to determine
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the trip generation for the residential units, not a rate. The rate of 0.685 vehicle trips per unit used for the
Project in the Trip Cap is a back calculated rate from the Project trip generation, and is for Trip Cap
purposes only. The Trip Cap rate of 0.685 vehicle trips per unit is based on the Project vehicle trip
generation estimate (based on the trip generation equations), including adjustments, for the residential
portion of the Project, divided by the number of residential units. The trip generation equations used for
the residential units for Project generation is discussed in detail below. The comment references the
Casden Sepulveda Project EIR, which used trip generation rates of 0.51 trips per unit for AM peak hour
and 0.49 trips per unit for PM peak hour. Those rates were used because the Casden Sepulveda Project is
located within the West Los Angeles Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan area,
which requires the use of those rates as they reflect the conditions in that corridor. For instance, the
project site for the Casden Sepulveda Project is not within walking distance of any of the Metro Rail
stations and is in a low density area. Here, the Project Site is located within a quarter mile of a Red Line
subway station and within walking distance of a variety of uses. The trip generation equations used in the
Traffic Study and the Draft EIR are considered to be appropriate for the multi-family residential units as
part of a mixed-use project in the Hollywood area and were approved by LADOT.

For the Project residential unit generation, trip generation equations from the ITE Trip Generation Manual
were used to determine the trip generation for the residential units, not a rate. The ITE Trip Generation
Manual provides both trip generation equations and rates for Apartments (Land Use 220). As shown in
Appendix D of the Traffic Study and Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR, the equations (rather than rates)
from the ITE Trip Generation Manual were used for the traffic generation estimates for the residential
uses. The equations were selected and agreed to by LADOT because the coefficient of determination (R?)
value for the given equations exceeds 0.77 for both AM and PM peak hours and the values are within the
range of the data, which demonstrates that the equations are a good fit for the Project data. The high R*
value demonstrates that the equations are more reliable than rates given the Project component sizes are
within the data range™*.

Further, the adjusted generation values used for the calculations reflect that different uses are more or less
able to take advantage of the transit, walk-in, mixed-use and other opportunities at the Project Site.
LADOT has determined that there is substantial evidence to support these adjustments and approved their
use in the Draft EIR. For instance, in the ITE Trip Generation Manual the peak hour rates for High-Rise
Apartments (Land-use 222) are 30-35% lower than the standard Apartment rates (Land Use 220).
Further, it should be noted that the adjustments utilized in the Traffic Study are not unique in that
LADOT has approved adjustments for transit use, walk-in factors and internal trips for other mixed-use
projects in the immediate vicinity of a transit station. The LADOT adjustments reflect that the observed

2 In statistics, the coefficient of determination, denoted R? is used as a measure of the accuracy of a statistical

model whose main purpose is the prediction of a “dependent” variable. As input, the model uses
“independent” variables (known and related information). The R? is a number between 0 and 1.0, used to
describe how well a regression line fits a set of data. An R? near 1.0 indicates that a regression line fits the data
well, while an R? closer to 0 indicates a regression line does not fit the data very precisely.
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trips per residential unit are lower for mixed use, high density, transit served areas of Los Angeles (e.g.
Downtown Los Angeles and Hollywood) than in the low-density outlying areas of Los Angeles.

Based on the above, the trip generation rates for the residential uses are substantiated and therefore
neither the Draft EIR, nor the Traffic Study needs to be revised.

Comment No. 81-12

V. The DEIR Fails to Properly Analyze the Parking Required for the Project.

The DEIR fails to properly analyze the parking for the entire Project, in an area with a significant
shortage of public parking for restaurant, entertainment and retail uses in the evenings, especially on the
weekends. The Project is located in the Hollywood area near mass transit and several bus lines. These
methods of transit are easily accessible for commuting to and from Hollywood for work during the day,
and for tourists to access the Hollywood venues. However, the MTA lines are not frequently used for
attending theater, restaurants, bars and nightclub venues in the evening, due to factors of convenience and
safety. Although the Red Line has direct access to downtown for work commuting, it does not directly
access most residential areas in the City, and therefore does not provide a viable alternative for
commuting for evening entertainment.

The Property currently contains approximately 264 parking spaces available to the public. (DEIR, IV.K2-
4). The Project removes and does not replace these parking spaces. In addition, the Project provides
parking for office, retail, restaurant, and bar uses at a rate of two parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of
floor area (per LAMC 12.21.A.4 (x)(3)). This is a special rate for projects within the Hollywood
Redevelopment Project Area, based on proximity to transit. This rate is half of the rate of four-
spaces/1,000 sf that is typically required for retail spaces in the City of Los Angeles, and one-tenth the
standard rate of one-space/100 square feet for restaurant uses (LAMC 12.21.A.4(c)(3), (4), (5)). The City
adopted this rate to promote the use of mass transit in a Redevelopment Area; however, it has not proven
effective, and restaurants and retail spaces are vastly underparked in Hollywood. There are not enough
private lots to accommodate all of the restaurant valet services along Hollywood Boulevard and for
individuals seeking to visit the restaurants, theaters and nightclubs. Therefore, the Project should include
spaces available to the public to replace the 264 parking spaces that currently serve various existing
restaurants and nightclubs through leases and other agreements. In addition, the Project should provide
parking fully accessible to the public for all of the non-residential uses at the rates set forth in LAMC
12.21.A.4(x)(3) without additional discount.

Although the DEIR states that the final parking layout will be determined by the final use configuration of
the Project, the DEIR should require that the Project be fully parked to code standards within each phase
of development, so that parking cannot be deferred to a later phase. In addition, any transit reduction
analysis or shared parking analysis must consider that the office/restaurant/retail/commercial calculation
of two parking spaces/1,000 square feet already includes a 50 percent reduction for proximity to transit.
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Response to Comment No. 81-12

As shown in Section IV.K.2, Transportation - Parking, and the Shared Parking Analysis provided in
Appendix E of the Traffic Study (Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR), the Project will provide sufficient
parking supply for all uses within the Project Site, including the existing uses that will remain as part of
the Project. As a mixed-use Project, different users will share a portion of the parking spaces during a 24-
hour period. For example, spaces that are vacant on weekends when office employees are not at work
will be available for use and used by retail, restaurant, or other Project users. The parking demand of
different uses would peak at different times and the Shared Parking Analysis takes these different user
demand cycles into account. In addition, to be conservative in the analysis, no discount was taken from
the LAMC requirements (used as the base parking for the Shared Parking Analysis) to reflect the use of
transit or other alternative modes by any category of Project user. Please refer to the Shared Parking
Analysis for the detailed analysis and results. See Appendix E of Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR.
Also see Response to Comment No. 09-50 (AMDA) for cumulative parking considerations.

The comment also states that the Draft EIR should require that the Project be fully parked to code
standards within each phase of development, so that parking cannot be deferred to a later phase. The
Project would be parked to meet demand based on the shared parking program within each phase of
development. Further, the comment states that a shared parking analysis must consider that the
office/restaurant/retail/commercial calculation of two parking spaces/1,000 square feet already includes a
50 percent reduction for proximity to transit. Pursuant to Section 12.21.A.4 (x)(3) of the LAMC,
office/restaurant/retail/commercial uses are to be parked at two (2) parking spaces/1,000 square feet. This
is the base parking requirement used for the shared parking analysis. The shared parking analysis does
not calculate demand based on proximity to transit, but rather is applicable when uses, such as those of
the Project, have different demand patterns in a 24-hour cycle or between weekends and weekdays.

Further, the comment recommends that the Project provide public parking to replace the parking spaces to
be removed by the Project, provide parking for all of the non-residential uses at the rates set forth in
LAMC 12.21.A.4 (x)(3) without additional discount. On weekends, when parking demand is less than on
weekdays for all scenarios (see Appendix E of the Traffic Study in Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR),
the on-site Project parking will be made available to patrons of currently under-parked off-site uses. This
part of the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR
in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is acknowledged for
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.

Comment No. 81-13

VI. The DEIR Wrongly Downplays The Significance Conclusions Of The Air Quality Analysis.

I. The DEIR Provides a Misleading Discussion of Significant Unavoidable Air Quality
Impacts.
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The tables in the Air Quality analysis for the DEIR demonstrate that the Project would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts to both local and regional air quality, as well as to any residents of
the Project (should the Project include residential units). However, the discussion then impermissibly
seeks to downplay and dilute the effect of those impacts. For; example, the analysis states on page
IV.B.1-48 that even though impacts regarding toxic air contaminants ("TACs") are significant, they are
typical of "other, similar residential developments in the City." However, there are no comparable
developments within the community. Moreover, the analysis implies that such impacts would be
mitigated by stating on the same page that local, regional, and federal regulations would "protect"
sensitive receptors, but provides no discussion as to how this protection would occur or what form it
would take. If impacts associated with ultrafine diesel particulate matter cannot be mitigated, and the
cancer burden on the Project site remains in excess of established thresholds, what protection can
regulations provide? The DEIR misleads the public and decisionmakers regarding the true extent of
Project impacts.

Response to Comment No. 81-13

This comment confuses and incorrectly combines the issues of the Project’s generation of TACs versus
the Project’s placement in an area that currently experiences elevated ambient air pollutants and TACs
associated with the 101 Freeway. The first is a Project impact on the environment and is within the scope
of the required CEQA analysis. The second is an impact of the existing environment on the Project,
which is outside the scope of the required CEQA analysis. The Draft EIR clearly and correctly discloses
the nature of these very different impact issue areas. Please refer to pages IV.B.1-48 through IV.B.1-53
of the Draft EIR for a detailed and adequate analysis of the Project’s generation of TACs, and the
Project’s potential exposure to existing TACs in the Project area.

Please also see Response to Comment No. 08-2 (Southern California Association of Governments), which
addresses potential TAC emissions and the Health Risk Assessment prepared for the Project. That
response indicates that CEQA does not require an EIR to analyze or mitigate the impacts of the
environment on a project. In this case, the air quality at the nearby 101 Freeway is part of an existing
environmental condition. Although the Project brings people into this existing environmental condition,
the existing air quality in the Project vicinity due to the 101 Freeway is not an impact of the Project on the
environment. Instead, it is an impact of the environment on the Project. Courts have affirmed, the
purpose of CEQA is “not to protect proposed projects from the existing environment” (Baird v. County of
Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4™ 1464; Pub. Res. Code Sections 21061, 21083(b), and 21060.5.)
“[C]ourts have recognized that CEQA is not a weapon to be deployed against all possible development
ills.” (South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 Cal. App. 4™ 1604,
1614.) It has a limited role. “The Legislature did not enact CEQA to protect people from the
environment.” (ld. at 1617-1618.) Therefore, the Draft EIR analysis is consistent with the CEQA
Guidelines and case law that do not require an EIR to examine an effect on the project caused by the
environment.
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It should also be noted that the Final EIR incorporates additional air quality mitigation measures, in
response to Comment No. 08-2 (Southern California Association of Governments) that will further reduce
potential air quality impacts.

Comment No. 81-14

Il. The DEIR Fails to Disclose That The Project Would Obstruct Implementation Of The
2007 Air Quality Management Plan

The DEIR states on page [V.B.1-54 that the Project, despite multiple significant project related and
cumulative air quality impacts, including air quality impacts directly relating to cancer, would not
obstruct implementation of the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (the "AQMP"). However, the DEIR
states on page [V.B.I-21 that the purpose of the AQMP is to reduce pollutants and meet state and federal
air quality standards. In fact, the emissions thresholds published by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (the "SCAQMD") were developed for the purpose of attaining state and federal air
quality standards. Thus, even if a project is consistent with broad growth projections, exceeding
thresholds-particularly operational thresholds-would thwart the ability of the air basin to reach attainment.
Indeed, this is the very meaning embodied in the concept of cumulative impacts. As stated on page
IV.B.1-55 of the DEIR, the SCAQMD considers exceedences of emissions thresholds at the project level
also to constitute cumulatively considerable contributions to cumulative impacts on regional air quality.
Such a conclusion requires a determination that a cumulative impact-here, regional air quality and cancer
risk-would occur in the first instance. See Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources
Agency ("CBE"), 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 120 (2002). By contributing to-and by definition, worsening-the
significantly impacted regional air quality, the Project impedes implementation of the AQMP. By failing
to disclose this significant impact, the DEIR wrongly seeks to downplay it and robs the public and
decisionmakers to understand the importance and effect of their decision to approve or reject the project.
The City must revise the DEIR to accurately disclose this impact as significant and unavoidable. Also,
where, as here, revisions to the EIR would disclose a significant impact not previously disclosed, the City
must recirculate the DEIR to properly inform the public regarding the impacts of the Project. (CEQA
Guidelines§ 15088.5(a)(1)).

Response to Comment No. 81-14

This comment asserts that all projects that exceed project level thresholds are cumulatively considerable
and therefore would impede implementation of the AQMP. The AQMP was not formulated to put a cap
on growth. Rather, a main goal of the AQMP is to establish a plan that can help accommodate inevitable
growth in a way that ultimately improves cumulative air quality conditions across the Basin. Many large
development projects by definition will exceed the project-level thresholds of significance. But, this does
not mean that all large projects will conflict with goals or the implementation of the AQMP.

While the Draft EIR has accurately concluded that Project air quality emissions would in fact exceed the
project level thresholds, the location and type of such development projects is equally relevant in
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determining whether the Project will be consistent with the goals and objectives of the AQMP. The Draft
EIR focuses the Project’s AQMP consistency analysis on these parameters. Specifically, pages [V.B.1-31
and 32 state projects that are consistent with the projections of employment, population and housing
forecasts identified by SCAG are considered to be consistent with the 2007 AQMP growth projections
since the forecast assumptions by SCAG forms the basis of the land use and transportation control
portions of the 2007 AQMP.

As discussed in Section IV.], Population, Housing, and Employment, of the Draft EIR, the Project would
not exceed the population, housing, and employment projections and would not jeopardize attainment of
the air quality conditions projected in the AQMP.

Also, Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR, provides further detailed analysis with respect
to the Project’s consistency with regional policies to reduce urban sprawl, efficient utilization of existing
infrastructure, contribution to reducing regional congestion, and improved air quality through the
reduction of regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Consistent with SCAG’s Compass 2% Strategy, the
Project would increase the density of residential uses within a targeted growth center that would result in
placing residential uses in close proximity to a regional employment center and an area that is accessible
via public modes of transportation. Concentrating density in an area currently served by public transit,
(i.e., the Hollywood and Vine Metro Red Line Station, Hollywood DASH, and LADOT Commuter
Express 422 & 423) would have the effect of reducing the Project’s VMTs, which, in turn, reduces the
mobile source air quality emissions attributable to vehicle trips.

Therefore, the Project provides housing closer to jobs at densities that are consistent with the VMT
reduction strategies of the RCPG and AQMP. Based on the information presented above, the Project
would not exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP and would not have the potential to
impair implementation of the AQMP. Accordingly, through evaluation of the Project against the two
criteria for consistency with regional plans and the regional AQMP adopted by the SCAQMD, impacts
with respect to regional plans and AQMP consistency would be less than significant.

Finally, there is no reason to recirculate because the comment does not reveal any new significant
environmental impacts. The information commenter cites in order to support its claim that the Project is
not consistent with the AQMP (i.e., the project’s emission of ROG and NOx in excess of the criteria
pollutant standards) is from the Draft EIR. See Draft EIR at Table IV.B.1-13 and page IV.B.1-55.
Accordingly, there is no merit to the claim that the Draft EIR robs the public and decision-makers of an
understanding of the importance and effect of their decision to approve or disapprove the project, where
the Draft EIR already informs the public and decision-makers of the Project’s ROG and NOx emissions.
Even if the commenter’s interpretation of how to determine consistency with the AQMP were correct, the
mere inconsistency of a project with a plan is not itself an environmental impact. (Lighthouse Field
Beach Rescue v City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal. App 4th 1170, 1206.) At best, an inconsistency with
a land use control plan may point the decision-maker toward a secondary environmental impact, but
“effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change.” (Id. citing Guidelines, § 15358,
subd. (b); Guidelines, § 15065, subd. (a) ; PRC § 21060.5, 21151, subd. (b), and § 21083, subd. (b).)
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Here, the physical change is the change in the criteria air pollutant levels caused by the Project, which are
already disclosed in the Draft EIR, not the alleged inconsistency with the Air Quality Management Plan.

Comment No. 81-15

VII.  The DEIR Fails to Evaluate The Project’s Indirect Impact on School Overcrowding and
Library Services.

The DEIR states on page 1V.J.3-16 that payment of school fees authorized under Senate Bill 50 ("SB50”)
would mitigate the impact of the Project on area schools, but failed to analyze the secondary effects of
school-related traffic and construction activities on the surrounding community. Recent changes to SB50
now provide that school impact fees established according to the provisions of that statute comprise full
and complete mitigation of impacts "on school facilities." Cal. Govt. Code § 65996(a) (emphasis added).
Impacts "on school facilities” are narrow defined, and do not absolve a lead agency of the requirement to
discuss impacts that could occur to parties other than the school itself. Chawanakee Unified Sch. Dist. v.
County of Madera, 196 Cal. App. 4th 1016, 1028-29 (2011). Examples of impacts an EIR is obligated to
address, where overcrowding and a need exists to construct new facilities to accommodate project or
cumulative student generation, include traffic impacts associated with student travel to a new school
facility, as well as indirect construction-related impacts on the environment surrounding a proposed
school construction site. Id. at 1029.

Here, the DEIR has provided evidence (enrollment figures, and the facilities lack of ability to
accommodate all of the Project-related student generation) that overcrowding could or would result from
the addition of Project-generated and cumulatively generated students at Cheremoya Elementary and Le
Conte Middle School. (DEIR, Table N.J.3-5) Having identified a future overcrowding condition at these
schools, the DEIR failed to discuss measures necessary to accommodate Project-related and cumulative
students, whether at the campuses identified, or at another location, and such measures could include
construction of new buildings or expansion of existing buildings at those campuses. Although the
impacts of any construction activities on the school would be mitigated by SB50 fees, the impacts of such
construction on the communities surrounding the affected schools or school sites do not fall within the
types of impacts that fees can mitigate and are therefore subject to analysis and mitigation in the DEIR.
Id. Thus, the DEIR must evaluate the potential construction-related impacts of school expansion, such as
air quality and noise issues associated with construction, new architectural coatings, and hardscaping
improvements, as well as potential indirect traffic impacts associated with the use of the expanded school.
The DEIR's failure to provide this analysis, particularly in the absence of evidence to contradict the
claimed necessity to reopen a school, represents prejudicial failure. The City must revise the DEIR to
disclose and evaluate impacts related to project-specific and cumulative contributions to overcrowding.
The City must also recirculate the DEIR to inform the public of the true consequences of approving the
Project.
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Response to Comment No. 81-15

The comment notes that impacts of the Project on area schools would be mitigated by SB50 fees. The
comment also notes that measures may include new buildings or new campuses. The LAUSD’s response
to the Draft EIR stated that there are no known schools planned in the area. See Appendix 1V.J.3. The
planning of new schools or expansions of existing schools is a process that occurs through the LAUSD
years ahead of implementation and is not within the control of the Project Applicant. Given, the
timeframe of the Project buildout and the unknown developments within LAUSD, it is speculative to
anticipate secondary impacts such as school-related traffic, not originating at the Project Site. As far as
cumulative impacts to schools, the geographic distribution of the Related Projects ensures that a wide
variety of schools in the southern area of Local District 4 could serve the Related Projects. That
combined with the requirement of the Related Projects to also pay the SB 50 fees, would reduce potential
cumulative impacts to schools and thus the Project would not have a cumulatively considerable impact on
schools. For a complete analysis of cumulative impacts on schools please see Section 1V.J.3, Public
Services-Schools, of the Draft EIR, pages IV.J.3-19-21.

Comment No. 81-16

Similarly, the DEIR concludes that the library system would be above capacity, because the Project
would create a service population of 94,494 people by 2020, but the local library system is only designed
to accommodate 90,000 people (DEIR, IV.J.5-12). The only mitigation is the payment of a $200 per
capita mitigation fee. Although the Project complies with code through payment of mitigation fees, the
Project is being developed in an area that does not have sufficient educational and information systems to
support the residential development. Education and information are essential for creating and supporting
an educated public and growing economy. Therefore, the Project should include educational and
informational facilities for its residents, including resident library and business centers, free Internet
access for educational and job purposes, and technical support.

Response to Comment No. 81-16

As discussed in Section IV.J.5, Public Services - Libraries, of the Draft EIR, the Los Angeles Public
Library (LAPL) itself has recommended that the Project Applicant pay $200 per capita based on the
projected residential population of the Project development to offset potential impacts from Project
implementation. See Appendix J.5 of the Draft EIR. Furthermore, according to the LAPL, the funds
from these fees would be used for staff, books, computers, and other library materials. In accordance with
Section 15130 (a)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, a project’s contribution to cumulative impacts is not
cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation
measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.

Additionally and separate from any specific LAPL fees, the Project would contribute tax revenue to the
City’s General Fund through development. Regular funding of the operation of the LAPL system comes
from the General Fund and fluctuates with City priorities.
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Finally, the comment suggests that the Project include educational and informational facilities for its
residents, including business centers, but does not challenge the adequacy of the analysis or conclusions
of the Draft EIR. While the comment itself recognizes that the payment of fees is sufficient, it should be
noted that as part of the TDM Program (Mitigation Measure K.1-4), the Project will provide business
services that may include a business center and internet access. This comment is noted for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration.

Comment No. 81-17

VIIl.  The DEIR Fails to Fully Evaluate the Project's Impact on Historic Resources On
and Adjacent to the Property.

The DEIR concludes that the Project causes a significant impact to historic resources that cannot be fully
mitigated; however, the DEIR fails to provide additional measures necessary to mitigate the significant
impact to the extent feasible.

First, the Millennium Hollywood Project Historic Resources Technical Report, dated July 2012, by the
Historic Resources Group (DEIR, Appendix IV.C), identifies several historic resources on the Property
(including the Capital Records Building and the Gogerty Building), and immediately adjacent to the
Property (including the contributing buildings to the Hollywood Boulevard Commercial and
Entertainment District (the "Entertainment District"), such as the Pantages Theater, Equitable Building,
and the Guaranty Building). The public view from street level on Hollywood Boulevard includes a
streetscape of historic buildings from the first half of the 20" century that have a maximum height of 150
feet, and are visible without obstruction in front or behind. The public view from street level looking
north on Vine Street from Hollywood Boulevard is an unobstructed view of the cylindrical shape of the
Capital Records Building.

The proposed Project will drastically alter these views of historic structures, by providing 580+ foot
towers that dominate the skyline above the Entertainment District, and by partially obscuring the Capital
Records Building, even with the 4% triangular open space to the south. The Report states that in order for
the Project to be considered a substantial adverse change, "it must be shown that the integrity and/or
significance of the historic resources would be materially impaired by the proposed alteration." (Historic
Report, p. 37) However, the Report then concludes that the Project's allowable height and density does
have the "potential to block important views and obscure public sight lines, particularly from the south of
Capital Records along Vine Street and from the Hollywood Freeway." (Historic Report, p. 37) The DEIR
concludes that the Development Regulations (Section 6.1), which require certain setbacks, mitigate the
impact to historic resources to the extent feasible. However, this is not sufficient under the Los Angeles
Municipal Code or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. The City's Office of
Historic Resources does not just consider setback, massing and distance when evaluating a project's
impact on an historic resource; it also considers the design, material, articulation, connectivity of visual
lines, architectural style, space flow and other elements of a project's design. In order to properly
evaluate the impact of the Project on the several historic resources on or near the Property, the Applicant

Millennium Hollywood Project 111.B Responses to Comments — Individual Responses
Final Environmental Impact Report Page 111.B-322



City of Los Angeles February 2013

must provide schematic level design drawings with sufficient information regarding materials, facade
articulation, and character to properly evaluate the necessary design modifications to fully mitigate any
impact to the extent feasible. Therefore, a supplemental or subsequent EIR will be required at the time
that schematic design has been completed for each phase of the Project to evaluate and mitigate impacts
to the historic structures.

Response to Comment No. 81-17

The comment states that the Draft EIR concludes that the Project causes a significant impact to historic
resources that cannot be fully mitigated. That statement is incorrect because the Draft EIR does not
conclude that the Project causes a significant impact to historic resources. See Section IV.C, Cultural
Resources of the Draft EIR, which clearly shows that the mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR
will mitigate potential impacts to historic resources to a less-than-significant level under all development
scenarios. These conclusions are supported by substantial evidence in the form of the Historic Resources
Report circulated as an appendix to the Draft EIR.

Next, the commenter references the Historic Resources Report and states facts about the existing
conditions around the Project Site. These facts are noted and are generally correct. No response to this
portion of the comment is necessary.

Then, the commenter claims the Project will drastically alter views of historic structures. Please see the
topical response for aesthetic impacts (Topical Response 2), which addresses views of the Capitol
Records Building and surrounding historic resources. Also, see the Responses to Comment Letters No.
14 and No. 18 (from Hollywood Heritage and Los Angeles Conservancy, respectively) that address
impacts to historic resources.

The commenter then recites a portion of the legal standard regarding the thresholds that triggers a
“substantial adverse change” in the significance of a historic resource. It should be noted that these
standards, among others, were used in the Historic Resources Report to assess the Project’s potential
impacts. Please see Response to Comment No. 19-3 (Los Angeles Conservancy), which provides a
detailed response regarding the Draft EIR and the Historic Resources Report’s application of the proper
legal standards for assessing impacts.

Next, the commenter claims that the Draft EIR’s use of the Development Regulations to mitigate impacts
to historic resources is not sufficient under the Los Angeles Municipal Code or the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. It should be noted that all relevant standards from these sources
were applied during preparation of the Draft EIR and the Historic Resources Report as explained here.
First, the commenter does not cite to any specific portion of the municipal code, which precludes a
specific response here. There are numerous references throughout the Draft EIR that demonstrate how
the municipal code was used for environmental impact analysis. Second, the Historic Resources Report
provides a detailed analysis of the Project’s impacts to historic resources according to the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards. See Section 6.3: Use of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to Determine
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Impacts in the Historic Resources Report as an example. Third, the Office of Historic Resources
reviewed and approved the Historic Resources Report before circulation of the Draft EIR. Based on the
application of all these requirements, the Draft EIR found that compliance with the Development
Regulation and the historic resource mitigation measures in the Draft EIR reduce impacts to historic
resources to a less than significant level.

Also, the commenter states that “[i]n order to properly evaluate the impact of the Project on the several
historic resources on or near the Property, the Applicant must provide schematic level design drawings
with sufficient information regarding materials, fagade articulation, and character to properly evaluate the
necessary design modifications to fully mitigate any impact to the extent feasible.” The Historic
Resources Report evaluated all of the potential development scenarios presented in the Development
Regulations, including the specific setbacks, massing, and height scenarios before reaching the conclusion
that the Project would have less than significant impacts on historic resources. No additional level of
detail is necessary for an evaluation of the Project’s potential impacts on historic resources.

Last, the commenter states that a supplemental or subsequent EIR is required. CEQA provides that a
subsequent or supplemental EIR may be required if substantial changes proposed in the project will
require major revisions of the EIR. Pub Res C §21166(a). More specifically under 14 Cal Code Regs

§15162(a)(1), a further EIR may be required if proposed changes to the project will require "major
revisions" to the previous EIR because of "new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase

in the severity of previously identified significant effects." At this time, there are no major revisions to
the Project proposed, neither are there new significant environmental effects that have been identified
during the analysis prepared for the Final EIR. Therefore, a subsequent or supplemental EIR is not

required.

Comment No. 81-18

Second, the Historic Report identifies the sound chambers of the Capital Records Building as character
defining elements of the historic structure. The Report proposes that the Project include a shoring plan to
ensure protection of the resource during construction, and general construction procedures to mitigate the
possibility of settlement. (Historic Report, p. 51) However, this mitigation is not sufficient to preserve
the special acoustic properties of the sound chambers. The sound chambers are significant not just for
their architectural shape, but also for the quality of sound created in the space. This sound requires
preservation of the chamber as well as the density of ground surrounding the chamber that is necessary to
maintain the specific acoustic quality. The Applicant must evaluate this quality quantitatively, and then
require that the quality be maintained during and after construction, as part of the proposed Adjacent
Structure Monitoring Plan. (DEIR, MM C-2) The DEIR states that the preservation of the Capital
Records and Gogerty Building is a landlord/tenant issue, because the Project and these historic properties
are under common ownership. This is not true - Once a property is designated as an Historic-Cultural
Monument, its preservation comes under the public trust. The quality of work necessary to maintain the
Capital Records Building and its sound chambers will be identified by the City's Office of Historic
Resources, and not negotiated between the owner and tenant.
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Response to Comment No. 81-18

The commenter claims that the mitigation proposed for the echo chambers in the Capitol Records
Building is not sufficient to preserve the acoustical qualities of the chambers. The commenter provides
no evidence to support this claim. Nor does the commenter provide evidence to support the claim about
maintaining the acoustic qualities of the echo chambers. It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzed
the construction and operational noise impacts of the Project on the underground echo chambers and
supported that analysis with technical noise modeling. See Response to Comment No. 19-6 (Los Angeles
Conservancy), which is summarized below.

The Noise section of the Draft EIR identifies the Capitol Records Building’s underground
echo/reverberation chambers as sensitive noise receptors. See Figure IV.H.1: Noise Monitoring and
Sensitive Receptor Location Map, in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is also supported by a noise technical
appendix. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project would have a temporary significant noise and
vibration impact on the Capitol Records Building’s recording facilities, but only during construction. The
construction activities could cause noise and vibration impacts, but construction will not physically
disturb the Capitol Records Building’s recording facilities. The Noise section of the Draft EIR contains
numerous mitigation measures to reduce potential noise impacts on nearby sensitive receptors, including
the underground echo/reverberation chambers. Moreover, potential noise impacts on these uses will be
minimized to the extent possible through agreements between the Capitol Records Building tenant and the
Applicant, who owns the building. The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise
and vibration levels that could be experienced by the Capital Records Building’s echo chambers. The
Project will not have a long-term operational impact on the Capitol Records Building’s recording studios.
Therefore, the Development Regulations as drafted, in conjunction with the noise and vibration mitigation
measures in the Draft EIR, ensure that all feasible steps have been taken to minimize impacts on the
Capitol Records Building’s recording facilities.

Next, the commenter claims that the Draft EIR asserts that preservation of the Capitol Records Building is
a landlord-tenant issue. That relationship is relevant to the operational noises issues discussed above, but
not compliance with any applicable preservation standards. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the Capitol
Records Building has been designated as a Historical-Cultural Monument by the City of Los Angeles. As
such, any future maintenance of the Capitol Records Building will comply with all City regulations and
procedures regarding Historic-Cultural Monuments. Mitigation Measure C-3 in the Draft EIR stipulates
“in the event any structural improvements are made to the Capitol Records Building during the life of the
Project, such improvements shall be conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation. Compliance with this measure shall be subject to the satisfaction of the
Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any rehabilitation activities associated
with the Capitol Records Building.” Therefore, compliance with the mitigation measure is not limited to
any landlord-tenant relationship.
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Comment No. 81-19

Third, other recent projects in the area, such as the W Residences, were required to limit their height to
150 feet in order to be consistent with neighboring historic properties. The Applicant must provide an
explanation regarding why it was architecturally and financially feasible for the W Residences to comply
with a 150 foot height limit, but it is not feasible for the Applicant to provide the same height limit for
identical uses on the adjacent block.

Response to Comment No. 81-19

The commenter’s comparison of the Project with the W Residences is irrelevant for purposes of CEQA.
The projects are on different sites, with different development plans, and different land use requirements.
CEQA does not require the Draft EIR for the Project to explain the financial feasibility of a different
project under different ownership. Regarding height, the Project is located on a parcel that does not have
a height limit. As noted in response to Comment 81-29, there are no height limitations on the Project Site
and the construction of 585 foot towers is currently allowed by right on the Project Site and no
entitlements are needed for height.

In addition, it is well recognized that there is an extraordinary range of aesthetic characteristics and
contrasts (including height) within the City of Los Angeles due to the intermingled suburban
neighborhoods, dense urban areas, hillside residential areas, and accompanying urban fabric and
infrastructure. In other words, there is minimal thematic or consistent visual character that defines the
City. This also applies to the existing aesthetic conditions around the Project Site in the Hollywood
community of Los Angeles, which consist primarily of surface parking lots, low-scale construction, and
surrounding larger urban structures. As noted in the Draft EIR, there is minimal thematic or consistent
visual character that defines either the Project Site or the surrounding aesthetic environment. Instead, the
area is characterized by a variety of commercial, office, hotel, and mixed-use urban structures that range
from historic mid-rise architecture to modern glass tower buildings with advertising signage.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the Project would implement a modern mixed-use development consisting
of modern, yet architecturally varied, urban structures that are consistent in use and character to the
surrounding urban aesthetics environment and would not create a precedent setting development and/or
structure. As illustrated in the urban silhouette figures in the Aesthetics Technical Report, the Project
would become a prominent visual feature in the vicinity due to its proposed maximum heights. Also, the
zoning on the Project Site allows for tall urban structures and the surrounding urban vicinity is populated
with existing mid-rise towers and a variety of structures at different heights that present an erratic urban
skyline.
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Comment No. 81-20

Finally, the DEIR requires that the Applicant document the Project site in conformance with HABS
standards. This documentation should require "at least" 25 images, and not "up to" 25 images (DEIR, MM
C-5). Full documentation is the only method to ensure that the historic resource is properly maintained.

Response to Comment No. 81-20

The comment refers to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure C-5, which states, “Prior to construction, the
environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site and surrounding area) shall be documented with up to
twenty-five images in accordance with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standards.
Compliance with this measure shall be demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction
of the Department of City Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction.” Photo
documentation is intended to record the conditions of the Project Site prior to new development. While
this documentation will comply with the applicable HABS standards as stated in the mitigation measure,
the Final EIR revises the mitigation measures to require “at least” 25 images as requested by the
commenter.

Accordingly, Mitigation Measure C-5 is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure C-5: Prior to construction, the environs of the Project Site (i.e., Project Site
and surrounding area) shall be documented with up-te at least twenty-five images in accordance
with Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standards. Compliance with this measure shall
be demonstrated through a written documentation to the satisfaction of the Department of City
Planning, Office of Historic Resources prior to any construction.

Comment No. 81-21

IX. The DEIR Does Not Protect Views and the Insufficient Project Description Does Not
Provide a Full Evaluation of Aesthetic Impact.

The DEIR concludes that the Project will have significant unavoidable impacts due to focal view
obstruction, cumulative height and massing. (DEIR, I-1I) The Project does not include an actual
architectural design, but proposes massing envelope standards, which include Development Standards,
Density Standards, Tower Massing Standards, Building Height Standards, and Building and Streetscape
Standards (DEIR, MM A.I-1) The DEIR then provides additional mitigation measures that attempt to
mitigate any aesthetic, light/glare, or shade/shadow impacts that may be created within the design
limitations. These mitigation measures include requiring treated or low-reflective materials (DEIR, MM
A.I-4), and requiring certain spacing in the Tower Massing Standards to minimize shade (DEIR, MM
A.2-1, 2-2). However, the aesthetic impact cannot be evaluated merely by creating massing standards, and
certain limits on light and glare. The Applicant must provide the actual material and design of the various
buildings in order to properly evaluate the environmental impact. The design includes the architectural
style, the flow of space, the contrast to adjacent buildings, and the actual landscaping on streetscape and
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higher levels. This cannot be properly evaluated by trying to imagine the infinite scenarios that may be
created within these proposed standards. In addition, a finding that the Project will have "significant
unavoidable impacts" should not provide a free pass for the architect to design a Project with any
aesthetic impact as long as it complies with basic standards. Therefore, a supplement or subsequent EIR
will be required for the construction of future buildings on the site.

Response to Comment No. 81-21

The commenter states that the DEIR does not protect views and that the project description does not
provide a full evaluation of the aesthetic impact. The Draft EIR does include actual architectural design.
See the Development Regulations circulated with the Draft EIR, which contain several figures
demonstrating the Project design under various heights and massing scenarios. Regarding aesthetics and
light and glare, see Section 6.6: Building Materials and Color Guidelines of the Development
Regulations, which provides specific standards that control reflectivity and other aesthetic characteristics
of the Project. Also see the topical response regarding aesthetics (Topical Response 2) for a detailed
analysis of the Project aesthetics impacts. The Draft EIR contains sufficient detail to analyze impacts,
and accordingly the Draft EIR analyzed the worst-case scenarios (i.e. the outer envelope of possible
impacts) to present a conservative analysis that informs the public and the decision makers. Also, see
Response to comment No. 81-17 (Reznik, Benjamin (#2)) for an analysis of why a subsequent or
supplemental EIR is not required.

Moreover, the commenter challenges the adequacy of the Draft EIR with respect to the lack of a specific
architectural design. However, as explained in Section II, Project Description of the Draft EIR, the
Project includes the approval of Development Regulations that will establish a very specific set of design
guidelines to ensure future project designs are consistent with the scope of analysis presented in the Draft
EIR. The Development Regulations thereby provide adequate specificity about what would be permitted
under the Project, which adequately informs the decision makers regarding whether to approve the
Project.

Comment No. 81-22

X. The DEIR Underestimates the Impact of the Project on Parks.

The DEIR identifies certain park in-lieu fees required for the Project, including the Dwelling Unit
Construction Tax (LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1) and the Quimby Fees for Condominium Units (LAMC
17.12). The fees should also include all applicable recreation and park fees for residential units subject to
a zone change, as set forth in LAMC 12.33 (the fees are identical to Quimby Fees for condominium
units). In addition, all park in-lieu funds should be specifically allocated to parks within the immediate
vicinity of the Project as a condition of the Development Agreement. This may include renovation to
existing parks, or funding of future parks, such as the Hollywood Cap Park. The DEIR identifies the
required open space per unit required by the Project (DEIR, MM J.4-1); however, this open space does
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not count towards the required parkland, unless it exceeds the typical open space requirements. The DEIR
must also evaluate the proposed 2-year closure of Runyon Canyon on the Project.

Response to Comment No. 81-22

The Project would comply with the requirements identified in Mitigation Measures J.4-2 and J.4-3,
regarding payment of fees. The fees that are paid would be allocated according to the budget and
planning purposes of the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP), as the use of the
fees, pursuant to the LAMC, is to be determined by the LADRP, not the Project Applicant.

The comment states the proposed two-year closure of Runyon Canyon Park as something to be evaluated.
The Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks identified Runyon Canyon Park as a regional park
within 2 miles of the Project Site, in their letter for the Draft EIR dated September 27, 2011. See
Appendix J.4 of the Draft EIR. There is no reference to a closure in the LADRP letter. Based on research
performed in preparation of the Final EIR and review of the administrative record, there is no evidence of
a proposed closure of Runyon Canyon. Further, there is no detail in the comment as to the timing of the
closure and a potential closure is too speculative to analyze.

Comment No. 81-23

XI. The DEIR Improperly Considers Certain Area as Open Space.

The Development Regulations provide that a number of building forms and structures may encroach into
Project-provided open space. These include building entries, architectural fagade details (undefined and
unlimited), and retail storefronts. "Open space" with such encroachments provides no benefit as such,
and the DEIR wrongly allows the Project to take credit for providing such space.

Response to Comment No. 81-23

As described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the Development Regulations will
ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on the Project Site. In addition, the
Development Regulations will set forth the standards and guidelines for all open space areas for the
Project, including areas to be accessible to the public (grade level open space, publicly accessible
passageways, and any observation deck-level rooftop open space which may be built) and areas to be
designed for the residential uses (common open space and private open space).

The development of open space is an important objective for the overall Project design and the
Development Regulations will ultimately determine the amount and placement of open space on the
Project Site. The Project would be subject to the on-site open space requirements set forth in LAMC
Section 12.21(G). Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20.C.20(b), certain architectural features and other
projections are allowed to project in to yards and open space.
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Further, the various open space requirements discussed above are adequately disclosed and analyzed in
the Draft EIR. For example, see the discussion on page IV.G-57 in Section IV.G. Land Use Planning, of
the Draft EIR regarding open space, the LAMC, and the Development Regulations.

Comment No. 81-24

XIl.  The DEIR Failed To Adequately Evaluate and Mitigate Construction-Related Noise
And Vibration Impacts.

A. The DEIR Construction Vibration Analysis Relies On Deferred Mitigation, The
Effectiveness Of Which Is Unsubstantiated.

Mitigation for vibration-related building damage comprises measure H-11, which improperly defers
development of mitigation and contains no quantifiable performance standards. For deferral of mitigation
and analysis to properly occur, the DEIR must describe the nature of the actions anticipated for
incorporation into the mitigation plan and provide performance standards. See, e.g., Communities for a
Better Environment v. City of Richmond, 184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 95 (201 0). Here, the DEIR fails. No
specific criteria are provided, except for a vague commitment not to adversely affect certain structures,
and to develop and implement mitigation if damage is observed during construction. Further, measure H-
11 provides no information regarding the actual nature of the options available to address potential
impacts. Absent an articulation of such options, the mitigation is simply insufficient and does not provide
enough information to allow informed consideration of the potential effects of the project. See
Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange, 131 Cal. App. 4th 777, 794 (2005).

However, even if deferral of mitigation was appropriate in this instance (it is not), the DEIR has failed to
explain why deferral is appropriate. This failure alone constitutes an abuse of discretion. San Joaquin
Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 1749 Cal. App. 4th 645, 1670 (2005). Therefore, the City
must revise the analysis to provide information adequate to inform decisionmakers and the public
regarding the potential effects of the Project. The City must also recirculate the EIR to allow public
comment on the new information that concerns this key impact analysis.

Response to Comment No. 81-24

With respect to building damage impacts from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 provides
a thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure building damage impacts would be
mitigated to less than significant levels. Mitigation Measure H-11 specifically sets performance standards
for the adjacent structure monitoring plan. Mitigation measures may specify performance standards that
would mitigate a significant impact and that might be achieved in various ways. 14 Cal Code Regs
§15126.4(a)(1)(B). If it is not practical to define the specifics of a mitigation measure when the EIR is
prepared, the agency may defer formulation of the specifics pending further study if the mitigation
measure describes the options that will be considered and identifies performance standards. See San
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Joaquin Raptor Rescue Ctr., 149 CA4th at 671; Endangered Habitats League, 131 CA4th at 794; Defend
the Bay v City of Irvine (2004) 119 CA4th 1261, 1275, 15 CR3d 176.

While the performance standards in Mitigation Measure H-11 are not quantitative since it does not rely on
a specific prevention of some specific amount of noise or vibration, it is stated as an absolute qualitative
commitment “not to adversely impact or cause loss of support to neighboring/bordering structures.”
Substantial evidence for the effectiveness of this commitment is provided by the monitoring program,
described in detail within Mitigation Measure H-11. This program will, at a minimum, use licensed
qualified experts to detect all vibration as well as vertical and horizontal movement at elevation and
lateral monitoring points on adjacent buildings and structures. As part of this commitment, “work will
stop in the area of the affected building” if vibration or structural crack or movement thresholds are
exceeded, and not resume until “measures have been taken to stabilize the affected building.” In addition,
the structure monitoring program must include “vibration monitoring, elevation and lateral monitoring
points, crack monitors and other instrumentation to protect adjacent buildings from construction-related
damage. In other words, Project construction activities must conform to the performance standards set in
Mitigation Measure H-11 or else work would stop to avoid damage to structures. Thus, the Draft EIR has
properly identified mitigation that reduces the potential impacts of the Project. ~ Given the size of the
project and the number and variety of affected structures analyzed for potential noise and vibration
impacts, it is not feasible to forecast precisely what the monitoring measures and curative actions will be
in greater detail. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure H-11 sets forth the performance standards that the
adjacent monitoring plan must include. This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the
decision makers for their consideration.

Comment No. 81-25

B. The DEIR Construction Noise Analysis Failed To Evaluate The Effects of Construction
Noise On Residents of the Project.

The Project Description never clarifies whether the East and West Sites would be developed only
together, or in some sequence, during the 22-year building horizon requested by the Applicant (2013-
2035). The Project Description states that the Project will take three to three and a half years to construct,
if completed in a single phase, which is unlikely. Consequently, it is reasonable to assume that
construction of the Project could occur in phases, and that an early phase of the Project may include
residential units, which construction activities during a later phase could adversely affect. Given that the
proximity of nearby sensitive receptors renders full construction noise mitigation technically infeasible
according to the City's Noise Ordinance (see DEIR, p. IV.H-27), the probability exists that any residents
present on either site during construction of a subsequent phase would experience construction noise
levels well in excess of the City significance thresholds. Consequently, the DEIR has failed to disclose a
significant, unavoidable impact of the Project, and must be amended to provide this analysis. Moreover,
the presence of an additional significant impact requires recirculation of the EIR for public comment.
CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.5(a)(1).
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The fact that the DEIR determines that the noise will be "significant and unavoidable" does not provide a
pass to allow any level of noise on the site during construction hours. Therefore, the Applicant must
provide phase-specific standards at each phase of construction that limits the noise during construction to
all extents feasible.

Response to Comment No. 81-25

The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR does not specify a sequence to the Project’s development.
As stated on page 11-34 of the Draft EIR, “the development of the Project will be influenced and
dependent upon the economic characteristics of the overall commercial office, entertainment, housing and
hotel markets within Hollywood and Southern California. The Project includes a Development
Agreement that would allow the long-term phased buildout of the Project. As such, the Project will be
able to respond to changing economic and social demands within the local area.”

CEQA does not require the analysis of a Project’s impact on itself since the “environment” that must be
surveyed to determine potential significant impacts consists of the physical conditions “existing within
the area which will be affected by” the Project. Public Resources Code Section 21060.5. Occupants of
buildings developed by the project are not present as part of the existing physical conditions of the Project
site or the surrounding area, and no revisions to the Draft EIR are warranted to account for potential noise
impacts on future occupants of Project buildings. It should also be noted that the only proposed noise
sensitive receptors associated with the Project are residential uses. The Draft EIR already includes a
mitigation measure (see mitigation measure H-13 in the MMRP) that requires the Project to be designed
in manner to achieve the mandatory 45 dBA CNEL for interior spaces of multi-family residential uses.

Furthermore, the Draft EIR concluded the placement of the proposed residences on the Project Site would
result in significant and unavoidable exterior noise impacts for the proposed residential uses. In any
event, occupants of the early phases of development will be fully aware of the Project’s scale and will
choose to reside of the Project Site with the knowledge that the Project Site is in early phases of
development. As such, these occupants will be making an informed decision to occupy a site that will be
affected by ongoing construction activities.

Comment No. 81-26

C. The DEIR Construction Noise Analysis Failed to Evaluate The Effects of Construction
Noise on the W Hotel and Residences.

The DEIR identifies the Lofts at Hollywood & Vine, a residential project on the north side of Hollywood
Boulevard, as a sensitive use within proximity of the Project site that has the potential to be impacted by
the Project. (DEIR, Page N H-15) However, the DEIR does not identify the W Residences, which
includes a hotel and residential units, as a sensitive use. The W Residences are located directly across the
street from the Pantages Theater, which has a height of 44 feet at the street facade, and 68 feet at the rear
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of the parcel. The DEIR notes that there will be a peak noise level increase of 33.8-47.9 dB at the
Pantages Theater and 10.1 dB at the Lofts. (DEIR, Page IV.H-25)

Any construction work above the 44 foot height will not be buffered by the Pantages Theater structure,
and will be clearly audible at the W Residences, which has a height of 150 feet. Therefore, the DEIR must
evaluate the impact of construction noise on the W Residences over the 22 year period. The DEIR must
include conditions, such as appropriate noise buffers during construction, including at the upper stories.
The DEIR must also provide proper notice to surrounding neighbors, which will affect the ability to
utilize the hotel rooms and residential units facing the Project during the various construction periods.

Response to Comment No. 81-26

This comment asserts that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the effects of construction noise on the W
Hotel and Residences located south of Hollywood Boulevard approximately 315 feet south of the Project
Site’s closest property line. Based on the same methodologies utilized in the Draft EIR, peak construction
noise levels at this distance would be approximately 70 dBA. As illustrated in Table IV.H-4 of the Draft
EIR, the existing noise levels for land uses fronting Hollywood Boulevard traffic between Vine Street
Argyle Avenue (i.e., the location of the W Hotel and Residences) is approximately 70.4 dBA CNEL.

Thus, the Project’s construction-related noise increase at the W Hotel and Residences located
approximately 315 feet south of the Project Site’s closest property would not have the potential to
increase noise levels above existing conditions in the Project area. These impacts would be less than
significant and no additional mitigation measures are warranted.

Comment No. 81-27

D. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Evaluate Operational Noise Caused by Outdoor
Patios and Rooftop Decks

The DEIR also fails to properly identify noise impacts during the operation of the Project. The DEIR
states that the residential units, hotels, and restaurants, will have outdoor areas and rooftop patios. The
DEIR fails to identify the location of these outdoor areas, and fails to provide typical mitigation measures
required of other hotel rooftops in the areas, such as (i) time limits for rooftop patio use, (ii) prohibition of
live entertainment and limits to background music on rooftops, and (iii) proper design and landscaping to
locate noisier areas, such as pools, away from residential uses. A subsequent or supplemental
environmental review is necessary prior to approval of specific outdoor areas for residential, hotel and
restaurant use.

Response to Comment No. 81-27

The Draft EIR adequately disclosed the potential noise impacts associated with people and activities and
events within the common outdoor spaces, podium levels, and observation decks. Specifically, page
IV.H-40 of the Draft EIR states the Project is anticipated to include outdoor eating and gathering places at
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the pedestrian level at-grade and above the ground floor on the podium levels and observation deck levels
of the proposed towers. The podium levels would be developed with common open space areas,
swimming pools and poolside seating, and outdoor dining.

It is anticipated that outdoor noise would be generated by people talking, swimming pool activity, and
occasional amplified music, television, and related announcements during special events. As shown in
Table IV.H-3 of the Draft EIR, ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity have the potential to exceed 70
dBA CNEL. Given the existing relatively high ambient noise levels at the Project Site, the distance
provided between the podium levels and any noise sensitive receptors, and attenuation of sound created
by existing and/or proposed structures that may block the line of sight between receptors and noise
sources, it is not expected that Project-related outdoor noise levels would substantially increase the
ambient noise at surrounding off-site uses.

In addition, the Project would be required to comply with Section 112.01 of the LAMC, which would
ensure outdoor eating and gathering areas would not substantially alter the ambient outdoor noise levels at
surrounding off site uses and these impacts would be less than significant.

Comment No. 81-28

E. The DEIR Failed To Adequately Evaluate Construction-Related Vibration
Impacts To The Capitol Records Echo Chambers

Page IV.H-30 of the DEIR includes a discussion of potential vibration-related building damage that could
occur as a result of the Project. However, although it includes structures such as the Capitol Records
Complex (receptor 15), it omits the Capitol Records echo chambers (receptor 16). Though the remainder
of the Capitol Records Complex is characterized as fragile for the purposes of the analysis, the analysis
fails to discuss why the echo chambers, which are also part of the complex, are not.

Response to Comment No. 81-28

The Draft EIR accurately discloses the potential construction noise and vibration levels that could be
experienced on adjacent land uses, including the Capital Record echo chambers. Specifically page IV.H-
30 of the Draft EIR states that construction impacts would produce potentially significant impacts with
respect to human annoyance and disrupting existing studio recording operations.

However, the Capitol Records Building’s underground recording studios are located on the Project Site,
which is owned and operated by the Project Applicant. As such, any vibration-related land use conflicts
would be resolved through tenant-landlord agreements and further coordination between each entity with
respect to on-site activities. For the purposes of CEQA analysis, however, the Project’s physical
vibration-related annoyance impacts on the existing environment (i.e., the Capitol Records Building’s
underground echo chambers) would be considered significant and unavoidable.
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With respect to potential damages from construction vibration, Mitigation Measure H-11 provides a
thorough and effective performance based standard to ensure building damage impacts would be
mitigated to less than significant levels. See also the response to Comment No. 19-6 (Los Angeles
Conservancy) for further information regarding potential impacts on the echo chambers.

Comment No. 81-29

The DEIR Failed To Disclose Growth-Inducing Impacts Of The Project.

The Project includes, among other requests, a zone change that would allow a substantially more
intensive commercial or mixed use of the Project site. Yet the DEIR includes no analysis of the impacts
of the substantially increased development allowed under the new designation, or even of the (intended)
growth-inducement potential of the change in designation.

The Project would vastly increase the allowable density of development in the Project site and vicinity.
As described on page 1I-7 of the DEIR, the Project would rezone the Project site from C4 to C2, and
would also remove the existing density limitation. Collectively, these changes are intended to double the

permitted floor area ratio and remove all limitations on height, allowing construction of towers as tall as
(in the case of the Project) 585 feet. Simply put, the Project would bring downtown and Century City
building heights and density to Hollywood, establishing a precedent for other projects to follow, and an
expectation among developers regarding the square footage they can obtain. Development consistent
with the new designation therefore becomes foreseeable, and the failure of the DEIR to evaluate, even in
a general sense, the reasonably foreseeable cumulative development facilitated by the Project renders the
impact analysis incomplete and inadequate. Consequently, the City must revise the DEIR to include this
analysis, and must recirculate the DEIR to allow informed decision-making by the City regarding this
undeniably precedent-setting project.

Response to Comment No. 81-29

The commenter is correct that the Project is requesting a zone change from C4 to C2 and a removal of the
“D” Limitation” to allow a higher FAR for the Project Site. However, the zone change from C4 to C2 is
to allow for the sports club use and does not have any effect on the FAR or height. Further, contrary to
the commenter’s contention, neither the zone change nor the removal of the “D” Limitation removes any
height limitations. There are no height limitations on the Project Site. The construction of 585-foot
towers in currently allowed by right on the Project Site and no entitlements are needed for height.

Further, there is analysis of the impacts under the new designation in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning,
of the Draft EIR. For example, as discussed in Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR, the
Project is consistent with the Hollywood Community Plan Update Land Use Policy 2.13, which states that
new projects should utilize higher FARs to incentivize mixed-use development around transit nodes and
along commercial corridors served by the Metro Rail, Metro Rapid Bus, or 24-hour bus lines.
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The commenter also states that the Project fails to analyze growth-inducing impacts of the Project and
that the Project would increase the allowable density of development in the Project Site and the vicinity.
While the removal of the “D” Limitation would allow for the FAR to be increased from 4.5:1 under the
Community Plan Update (or from 3:1 if the Update is stayed or invalidated) for the Project Site, it would
not allow for an increased FAR in the vicinity of the Project. Any future projects in the vicinity of the
Project Site would be subject to zoning and land use designations and restrictions for their respective
sites. As described in the Draft EIR, these requirements would regulate future land uses and provide
development standards for such land uses that would preclude potential land use consistency and
compatibility impacts. Section V. General Impacts Categories, subsection D. Growth-Inducing Impacts
contains an adequate analysis of growth-inducing impacts per Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA
Guidelines. Further, Section IV.G, Land Use Planning, of the Draft EIR adequately discusses Cumulative
Impacts consistent with Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines. As concluded in the Land Use Planning
section, with implementation of the proposed Development Regulations, including the Project Design
Features (PDFs), and upon approval of the requested actions in the Draft EIR, development of the Project
together with future forecasted growth would not be anticipated to substantially conflict with the intent of
the City General Plan, with other applicable land use plans, or with the LAMC regarding the future
development of the Hollywood area.

Comment No. 81-30

I. The DEIR Underestimates the Impact of the Project on Landfill Capacity and
Mischaracterizes the Impact as Less Than Significant.

According to page IV.L.3-1 0, the landfills currently serving the City have remaining capacity of 9,947
tons per day ("tpd") of solid waste. However, as also acknowledged in the DEIR, one of those landfills,
Chiquita Canyon, has only three years of capacity remaining. Consequently, even under the most
aggressive development scenario, only a single landfill will serve the City by the time the Project
becomes operational. If the Applicant obtains a 22-year term on the proposed D.A., fewer than ten years
of landfill capacity will remain by the time the Project is constructed. Although some plans exist for
future expansion, such plans have not yet been approved, and the DEIR carefully avoids a description of
the likelihood or timing of such an expansion occurring. Consequently, landfill space within and near the
City remains at a premium and is properly considered a diminishing asset. Therefore, until such time as
additional or alternative means of solid waste disposal become available, a cumulative impact regarding
such capacity exists, and the Project's contribution to that impact is cumulatively considerable. The City
must revise the DEIR to reflect the proper impact category, and must recirculate the DEIR for public
comment, consistent with CEQA Guidelines§ 15088.5(a)(1).

Response to Comment No. 81-30

The comment does not provide evidence regarding the limited landfill capacity claimed by the
commenter. Also, the comment does not recognize that the Project could be built out far in advance of
the full 22-year term of the Development Agreement. These misconceptions render the comment
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unsubstantiated on this issue. Nonetheless, the commenter claims that a cumulative significant impact
would occur with regards to landfill capacity. In addition, the commenter infers that hypothetically only a
single landfill would serve the City when the Project becomes operational. Again, there is no evidence
provided in the comment to support this assertion.

In contrast, the Draft EIR states that the Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills have a
remaining available daily intake of 9,947 tons per day (tpd). The cumulative solid waste generation
shown in Table IV.L.3-7 of Section IV.L.3, Utilities and Service Systems - Solid Waste, of the Draft EIR,
would represent approximately 0.17 percent of the remaining combined daily intake capacity at the
Sunshine Canyon and Chiquita Canyon Landfills. As shown in the Draft EIR, the Sunshine Canyon and
Chiquita Canyon Landfills have existing adequate capacity for the Related Projects and the Project. Also,
the Draft EIR states on page IV.L.3-3 that an expansion of the Chiquita Canyon Landfill is currently
proposed and would add a capacity of 23,872,000 tons (a 21-year life expectancy), which demonstrate
potential additional capacity. Similarly, Draft EIR explains on page 1V.L.3-10 that operations within the
City and the Project Site would continue to be subject to and support the requirements set forth in AB939
requiring each city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source
reduction, recycling and composting, which reduces total solid waste loads into the available landfills.
Unlike the comment, these conclusions are supported by numeric calculations based on currently
available public information. Therefore, the Draft EIR has performed an adequate fact-based impact
analysis. There is no need for further analysis of hypothetical claims set forth in the comment.

Comment No. 81-31

In summary, HEIIGC and HVRA support the broad vision and diverse mix of uses for the Project,
however they strongly object to the scale of the Project, in terms of height and density, and the lack of
specificity of the requested entitlements that will allow a variety of configurations not evaluated in this
DEIR. Thank you for your consideration and response to these comments. If you have any additional
questions, please contact me directly at (310) 201- 3572 or bmr@jmbm.com.

Response to Comment No. 81-31

This comment is a conclusion statement to their letter. For additional information regarding a potential
variety of configurations allowed under the Project, please refer to Response to Comment No. 09-66
(AMDA). The comment is noted for the records and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies.
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LETTER NO. 82 - ROSBY, LOIS
Lois Rosby
December 10, 2012

Comment No. 82-1

I am writing to request that you reconsider building two skyscrapers on Vine at Hollywood Blvd.
Presently, the traffic congestion in this area is horrific and with the addition of the two skyscrapers, it will
be next to impossible to get home during rush hour. Please consider the residents that reside in the area.

Response to Comment No. 82-1

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential traffic impacts in Section IV.K, Transportation.
Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.
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LETTER NO. 83 - ROSENFELD, JACK
Jack Rosenfeld
December 7, 2012

Comment No. 83-1

As an area resident, | have two main concerns with respect to this proposed project: the height of the
proposed towers, and traffic mitigation.

Response to Comment No. 83-1

The comment is an introduction and does not otherwise state a specific concern or question regarding the
adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their
review and consideration.

Comment No. 83-2

1. Building heights.
The Draft EIR states:

[J] Height Zone B would permit development to a maximum height of 585 feet above grade and would be
located on the eastern half of the West Site fronting Vine Street.

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

With all due respect, towers that reach 585 feet in height would be unacceptable. I do support sensible
development, in harmony with the existing physical landscape. The Capitol Records building, as well as
the 12-story towers at Hollywood and Vine (the old Equitable building, the Taft building, and the
Broadway building), are the baseline that should be considered in determining an appropriate height for
the new towers. The two new towers, as proposed, are completely out of scale with the neighborhood.
They will cast long shadows and they will overwhelm the landmark Capitol Records building. which is
one of this city's iconic structures. Aesthetically, the 585 foot towers would be a disaster. Limiting the
towers to 12 stories, or even 20 stories, would be a vast improvement.

Response to Comment No. 83-2

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height.
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Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views and overall
visual character of the Project in Hollywood.

With regard to the commenter’s concern with shadows being cast on the neighboring Capitol Records
Building, overall compliance with the Draft EIR Development Regulations would ensure that no sensitive
land use is shaded for more than three continuous hours between 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM. Thus, as
determined in the Draft EIR, with adherence to the Development Regulations and the Mitigation
Measures identified, the Project’s shade and shadow impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant
levels.

The Project would retain the Capitol Records Building.

Please see Response to Comment Nos. 19-2, 19-3, and 19-4 (Los Angeles Conservancy), and Topical
Response 4, Cultural Resources, for a discussion on the compatibility of the Project with the adjacent
historic Capitol Records building.

Comment No. 83-3

2. Traffic mitigation measures; parking issues.

There are basically three ways to enter or exit the Hollywood Dell: (1) a left or right turn from Ivar onto
Franklin, which an uncontrolled intersection; (2) a left or right turn from Dix Street onto Cahuenga, (also
uncontrolled); and (3) a left or right turn from Odin onto Cahuenga (also uncontrolled). We need traffic
mitigation, by way of controlled signals or other improvements. At present, it is already a challenge to
travel south from the Dell into Hollywood. The Millennium project will inevitably aggravate traffic. A
condition of approval should be traffic mitigation, by way of signalized intersections or other measures, to
facilitate movement into and out of the Dell.

Response to Comment No. 83-3

The comment is noted. Right-turn in, right-turn out, and left turn-in movements at the locations cited in
the comment require gaps only in a single direction of traffic. Further, numerous other routes to/from the
Dell neighborhood are available, including the signalized intersection at Vine Street and Argyle Avenue.
As such, signalization would not be required at the locations specified in the comment. Additionally,
little Project traffic is anticipated to travel north of the Hollywood (US 101) Freeway as shown in Figures
IV.K.1-5 and IV.K.1-6, Project Traffic Volumes (Net) AM and PM Peak Hour, respectively. Therefore,
the Project impacts on access to/from the Dell neighborhood are not anticipated to be significant.

Comment No. 83-4

On a related point, the project approval should ensure that the Millennium Project does not burden street
parking in the Dell, which is already scarce.
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Response to Comment No. 83-4

With regard to parking, the Project’s parking was analyzed using a shared parking which may be applied
to the Base Demand when the uses have different parking requirements and different demand patterns in a
24-hour cycle or between weekends and weekdays pursuant to the Development Agreement and the
Development Regulations. This is consistent with Community Plan Update policies and Section 106.61
of the Green Building Code. The intent is to maximize efficient use of the Project Site by matching
parking demand with complementary uses. As the actual number of spaces will be dependent upon the
land uses constructed in accordance with the Equivalency Program, the calculation of the parking
requirements shall be based on a detailed assessment prior to Project construction based on the procedures
set forth below and in the Development Agreement. As discussed above, parking will be provided to
meet demand.
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LETTER NO. 84 - ROSENTHAL, JAMIE
Jamie Rosenthal
December 10, 2012

Comment No. 84-1

1 am writing in support of an extension of the public comment period for the environmental impact report.
i am outraged that the allotted public comment time period has not allowed sufficient time for a necessary
independent traffic study that is imperative for a project of this scale.

Response to Comment No. 84-1

For information on extending the comment period, please see Topical Response 1, Draft EIR Review
Period Extension Request.

Comment No. 84-2

i am a hollywood dell home owner and i am a commercial building owner whose property abuts this
project as well as a business owner for 13 years at that property. i know quite well the traffic problems
that already exist in this area since it is my exact commute each day. there are many more than 5
intersections that will be impacted by this project. all it takes is a drive at rush hour from my business on
yucca street, to meet my son's school bus at gelson's market less than a mile away on franklin and back to
my home in the hollywood dell to see first hand the disastrous traffic problems that currently exist. the eir
report does not adequately address or provide solutions on the issues of infrastructure and traffic that will
surround this project and negatively impact this area as a result of this over scaled project. while i do not
expect the out of town developers to care about the negative impact their project will have on the quality
of life in our community, i do expect the city of los angeles to respect and support the voices of the
thousands of tax payers and voters who have invested millions of dollars in their homes and properties in
this neighborhood. a more detailed independent traffic study could provide alternative insights that could
lead to viable solutions for this already troubled and poorly functioning problem. this can only benefit all
of the residents of los angeles.

Response to Comment No. 84-2

It should be noted that the Draft EIR analyzes potential impacts related to traffic in Section IV.K,
Transportation. That section is supported with detailed traffic modeling and reports contained in the
traffic appendices circulated with the Draft EIR. Otherwise, the comment does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the
environmental impacts of the Project. Please refer to Appendix IV.K.1 of the Draft EIR for a detailed
Traffic Study. The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies for their review and consideration.
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Comment No. 84-3

please extend the public comment time period to allow for an independent traffic study.

Response to Comment No. 84-3

With regard to conducting an independent traffic study, the Project’s Traffic Study was conducted within
the parameters and approved by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), as defined in
the Memorandum of Understanding, included as Appendix A to the Traffic Study. The Study concluded
that there would be operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also cumulative
impacts at five study intersections. The Study and subsequent letter from the LADOT dated August 16,
2012, and included as Appendix IV.K.2 to the Draft EIR, included Project requirements as mitigation
measures to fully or partially reduce impacts.

CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead
agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. (See CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204). The Traffic Impact Study for the Draft EIR concluded that there would be
operational impacts due to the Project at two study intersections and also cumulative impacts at five study
intersections.
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LETTER NO. 85 - SANJURJO, ERIK
Erik Sanjurjo
November 30, 2012

Comment No. 85-1

Please find attached a letter from HUNC pertaining to a position we have taken on the Millennium
project. I am submitting the letter on behalf of myself, our president and our governing Board.

Our PLUM Committee is meeting again next Thursday to further consider what specific issues we would
like the City to address when deliberating over the project. We will send another letter.

Response to Comment No. 85-1

The letter in reference is included as Comment Letter No. 15, from the Hollywood United Neighborhood
Council. The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. The comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and

consideration.
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LETTER NO. 86 - SCHOENFELDT, JAY
Jay Schoenfeldt
December 5, 2012

Comment No. 86-1

I recently received notification of the Environmental Impact Report regarding the Millennium project.
The proposed project will, no doubt, dramatically alter the Hollywood skyline. Is this development in
Hollywood’s best interest? As a neighboring property owner, I am generally enthusiastic with
Hollywood’s redevelopment. However, I am not in favor of the proposed scale of the Millennium Project
and it’s alternatives.

Response to Comment No. 86-1

The comment is an introduction and does not state a specific question regarding the adequacy of the Draft
EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project. As such, the comment is
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and
consideration.

Comment No. 86-2

After review of the renderings found at http://millenniumhollywood.net/project-overview/, I think the

project’s two new skyscrapers will compromise the architectural integrity of the landmark Capitol
Records building. The developer states that the two towers will “frame views of the Capitol Records
Building”. I disagree. The existing Capitol Records building will be dwarfed by the two proposed towers
that, conceptually, will stand at nearly three times the height of the 13 floor Hollywood Landmark as per
the architectural rendering on the former weblink.

Response to Comment No. 86-2

Please refer to Topical Response 2, Aesthetics, for additional information regarding views.

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 16-3 (Hollywood United Neighborhood Council (#2)) for a
discussion on the Project’s overall height.

Comment No. 86-3

Architectural preservation is important to Angelinos. That is why we have over two dozen Historic
Preservation Overlay Zones throughout the city. The Millennium Project should pay homage to the
existing Capitol Records building by allowing it to be the focal point rather than miniaturized by two
skyscrapers sandwiching the landmark.
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Response to Comment No. 86-3

This comment relates to the preservation of the existing Capitol Records Buildings, and the commenter is
pointed to Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR for an in depth discussion of the protection
of the Capitol Records Building. Specifically, the Draft EIR and Project is designed to protect the historic
significance of the Capitol Records Building and this is a stated objective of the Project. To meet that
objective, the Project includes Development Regulations that include standards for grade level open
space, and tower massing that seek to protect important public views to the Capitol Records Building and
help ensure that it is appropriately distanced from the new construction so that the mass and scale does
not overwhelm its architectural significance.