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

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appeliant Body:

1 Ares Planning Commission [T City Planning Commission & City Council

Regarding Case Number: TT-71751-1A

LI Director of Planning

Project Address: 5585 W, Melrose Avenue

Final Date to Appeal; 08/18/2016

Type of Appeal: L1 Appeal by Applicant/Owner
¥} Appeal by s person, other than the Applicany/OQwner, claiming to be aggriaved
[} Appsal from a determination made D»Awg’mmi of Building and Safsety

2. APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant's name (print;; Beth 8. Dorris

Company: Law Offices of Beth S. Dorris

Mailing Address: 3226 Mandsville Canvon Rd.

Zip: 80049

City: Los Angeles State: CA -
Telephone: (310) 478-4761 E-mail: beth.dormis@aol.com

& s the appeal being filed on your behall or on behalf of another party, organization or company?

[l self B Other: Mary Ann Blewener
& [g the appeal heing filed to support the original applicant's position? 01 ves £l Ne
3. REPRESENTATIVE/AGENT INFORMATION
Bein 8. Doris
Mailing Address: 3228 Mandsville Canyon Rd,
City: Los Angeles State: CA ) Zip: 90045
Telephone: (310} 476-4761 CEemall: beth dorris@aot com
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4. JUSTIFICATIOR/REASON FOR APPEAL
is the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed? Entire {1 part
Are specific conditions of approval being appealed? ' [ Yes ¥ No

If Yes, list the condition number(s) here:

Attach a

separale sheet providing your reasons for the appeal. Your reason must state;

# The reason for the appesl ® How you are aggrieved by the decisio

& Specifically the points at issue @& Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discrefion
p ¥ ¥

5.  APPLICANT'S AFFIDAVIT

[ certify that the statements contained in this application are complete and true:

Appel

7~ L
lant Signature: fw Date: 08/17/2018

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

@

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates):
Appes! Application {form CP-7768)
o Justification/Reason for Appes!
o Copies of Original Determination Letter

A Filing Fee must be pald at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 10.01 8

o Criginal ﬁmp%icamg must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s} (required to calculate
their 85% appeal filing fee),

All appesls require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide mﬁwm@ per
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning's mailing contracior (8"‘ C} and submit 2 copy of the receipt.

Appelianis filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC
12.26 K are considerad Original Applicants and must provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K7, pay mailing fees
to City Planning’s mailing contractor {BTC) and submit a copy of receipt.

ertified Neighborhood Councit {CNC or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the
{“NQ may not file an appeal on é;*e wall of the Neighborhood Councll) persons affiligted with & CNC may only
file a5 an individug! on behalf of self.

Appeals of Density Bonus cases can only be filed by adjacent owners or tenants {must have documentation).

Appesls to the City Council from & determination on & Tentative Tract (TT or VIT) by the Areza or City
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the dale of the wilten determination of said
Commissio

A CEQA document can only be appesled I a non-elected decision-making body (ZA, APC, CPC, etc.) makes
a determination for a project that is nol further appealable. [CA Public Resources Cods + 21 ?&EE‘ {cil

This Section for City Planning Staif Uss Only

Base Fee: Reviewed & Accepled by (DSC Plannery | Date:
Receipt No: Deemed Complate by (Project Planner): Date:
|

0 Determination authe

ity notified g I Original recsipt and BTC receipt (F original applicant)

i
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The Site looks today much as 1t has for decades. It includes open space areas and large swaths
zoned Medium Residential. There are some existing commercial buildings on the Site, but they
are generally low-lving studios set %}‘ ck sufficiently to be fully screened from the surrounding
residential area by 18 foot high hedges and other mature tree landscaping.

&

The Proposed Proiect,

The Proposed Project has three primary components First, it contemplates construction of
almost 2 million sguare feet (1,922,300 square feet) of commercial facilities on the Site. The vast
ma;'t:mé:" of this development ~ about 1,385700 square ﬁ’%z ~ would be entirely new

-

development. The new buildings would Qef allowed height and mass far in excess of the current
buildings on Site and in the surrounding neighborhoods

Second, the Proposed Project would inciude new mass marketing mega-signs, some made all the
more massive by being installed in banks of six at one location. Several f;apefwsixezé biltboards
are given special exemptions from existing signage reguirements that are located blocks away
from the gated Paramount complex and the Proposed Project building development

©

hird, because the Proposed Project is so massive and intrusive, it requires an entire rewrite of
irtually all applicable land use, zoning, landscaping. green energy, water conservation, and
gzgsmg@ requirements. These rewrifes include entitlements beyvond the Tentative Tract approved
in the PC LOD. Among other matters, the Proposed Project includes a General Plan
%%&}@rﬂém%a, the new Paramount Studios %e{:ma E lan !H}&,fdhing signage and a Historic

Resources Preser ), th e Amendment, Jandscapmg

requirements exceptions, and res e C unity Plans. The

last ume the City made such @ th » for commercial
fe -

deve Emm;u& in this area — the last

e

and vacated by Court order.

- it had o be rescinded

Hirwener Is Avorieved Beeapse Sbhe And Her Tenants Wil Potentiallv Evperience
Significant lmpacts From The Proposed Proiect, As Neighborine Hesidents |,
Biewener occupies and owns a ?wss’:ﬁm }w;am ial dupim at the 600 Block of N

N

of Melros €. in Los Angeles. Californ resi uplex o han 3

ed below also mmpact

The Proposed Protect Does Mot Provide Owerriding Conditions To Justify imposivo Such

%vy&sm ‘wmzﬁmm ﬁmmam éim So ‘%E&g’; %wriﬁmww %‘amiiﬁegé

entittement
N1

IeTCLal

structures |
;;?Eeém% 5; 1T
‘gﬁ% §u§§zs‘f'

profectt

5 from most
O approval conditions).




entitlement gifts more marketable still. It divides what is now essentially one big studic lot with
limited gated access into 10 separately-marketable parcels. The portions of the Proposed Project
to be developed across the street from the Paramount Lot, with all these special flm;sr
entitlements, some dressed with a full suite of retail uses (and even liguor for on and offsite
consumption}, also could be ready broken off and sold, with no real “studio” use assured in the
least.

All these valuable entitlement gifts from the City. That price would be borne by the families
hiving in the wnmediately surrounding neighborhoods. The EIR promises great harm to our
cifizens from the Pé*(:aiec* That is what “significant unmitigable impacts” mean. There are
?Eﬁousmd&; of children residing in and/or going to school in the impacted area — children who the

EIR acknowledges will be forced to suffer significant air quality and noise impacts potentially
interfering with their health and education. Further, the Proposed Project promises exceptionally
bﬂydens@m& transportation impacts.  The EIR itself acknowledges ( uzamg& understates) the
problem. Already over-burdened Melrose will be jammed past the breaking point. Surrounding
;mwhxé"zmdl will suffer significant trai”fig: mntrusion into what had otherwise been safe
residential areas tor families with small children. Construction hazards invite digaster for, what
is promised here, entire dﬁ*c ades. Indeed, the entitlement documents (including the Development
Agreement) allow about 25 years of constant construction.  The associated significant impacts
are not &Ez&os’eiz{:zs% mconveniences. They threaten the Ewi% and well bemg of thousands of
families living in the significant impact area.

Creating a special enutlement package for Paramount o sell off to the highest bidders,
potentially in foreign countries, simply does not justify such great harm to the surrounding
community.

The Proposed Project’s Seale And Placement L{reate Siegnificant Aesthetic Impacts
Eﬁ&éequateh’ ;%dd%%sed iﬁ ihe Fig

back. are sﬁz megxnpz«‘m@fﬁ with the surrounding arc&i?m%zzw The fﬁﬁEErv? oes not &»:wx:gzsaﬁdy
address the significant adverse aesthetic impacts that result. The photometric studies. picfures
and maps attached to our prior Appeal of the Advisory LOD help illustrate éu%s how dramatic,
and out of character, the Proposed Project would be.

Ome way in which the EIR attempts to justify ﬁﬁ%{‘%‘”"?g elevations as high as :fﬁéf} feet in the
Proposed Project is to base Cozz‘;paiééﬁiiiw on two i,iuué ngs far too distant (about 19 blocks) from
the Site: 321 Larchmont [Medical Building] (140 mf wugh) and 450 Rossmore [El Royale
Apts., a unique historical building grandfathered- igﬁ #feet highl. Doing so ig mm%m&mm and
an abuse of discretion. Between those two distant %z d ngs and the Project site lies more than
415 low-lying, predominantly single story homes (“Larchmont '

or residential. the structures in this area right near the Proj
dwarfed bv a series of 60 fbw% buildings (proposed with no set b

135 foot or a 150 foot building

Notably. the hundreds of %wz:e:zef; in the immediately adjacent Larchmont Heights are
Neighborhood Conservation Areas uzzssé Interim Control Ordinance (ICO)Y Area 6 Larchmont
Heights. Recent nfgg&%}mh@ﬁ@ surveys. submitted to this Record, found that nearly 80% of these



residences, whether one-story or two-story, would be coniributors in an HPOZ (Historic
Preservation Overlay Zone).

The historic survey and cultura! impacts analysis provided in the EIR must consider the overall
historic value of this neighborhood, whether or not already formally recognized by the City as a
HPOZ.

"EQA and the National Parks Historic Preservation Standards. discussed further below, require
;§}&EI§§I‘ZIH&§ construction design controls to ensure that the scale and placement @}i’ z%e new

construetion do not overwheln neighboring historic resources. Those wnm%s are missing ir{}w
the Proposed Project, and in particular from the proposed Paramount Studios Specific 9 1 that

ic
ihe Tentative Tract Approval explicitly relies upon. This presents yet anoth 'r £as0 h PC
LOD approvals were an abuse of agency discretion and must be vacated.

Nor do the EIR and M‘M}“ take advantage of feasible mitigations or alternatives to reduce

‘-’faﬁmfi@am aesthetic impac Setbacks along the southern property boundaries should be
ncreased by at least amﬁh@; 5 ft. Further screening landscaping also should be required. These

are, on their face. feasible measures that help mitigate view and light impacts.

These same mitigation measures also would reduce noise and air quality impacts from the

screened structures, and thus should be used as noise and air quality mitigation measures as well,

The Fails To Address 7 he Nowse, Parkine, Traffie, Dmergency Access, and Safety
imnpacts Associnted With “Plvmouth Gate™,
The Proposed Project includes a 150-foot high. 30,000 square foot office building with

v

integrated parking. Access to the parking is on a fire lane connecting the Paramount Site to
Melrose. This fire lane is cu rrentlv required for emergency access. This access road zmi«;g to

Featyl

Metrose right by QI nouth Boulevard and Melrose (“Plymouth Gate™ Plyroath tust south of
Melrose consists of one~ and two- storv residences.

The Final EIR presumes, without support, that Paramount employees and guests will generally
not use Plymouth or other residential streets to access Plvmouth Gate, but instead rely on

Melrose for access. The unsupported notion espoused there is that a slight *T7 of a few feet (less
than a quarter of a block) between Plymouth and the Gate along Vk‘?’f@%a. would magically
prevent people from using Plymouth. This unsupported assumption is completelv contradicted
by the recorded statements and testimony of neighbors, who have repeatedly witnessed
Paramount employees and guests using neighboring residential streets as an alternative to
Melrose. Additional traffic congestion on Melrose inroduced by the Proposed Project (and

Related Projecis) can only exacerbate this prablem. Moreover, the additional traffic to/from the
?Wms}&%?? and elsewhere, will m}pedﬁ an emergency access route.

ccess compounds the safety concerns.




potential impact regions and asso “*’ﬁé’ed intersections, including, without limitation, Melrose and
the neighborhood south of Melrose, including Irving, Bronson, Windsor, Plymouth and Clinton,
(With respect to Melrose, that avenue is already overburdened and, in part because so narrow,
cannot take on add fitional rraffic flow.) There are virtually no meaningful new traffic
improvements proposed for these locations - just a few modest upgrades of pre-existing signals
and conversion of a portion of the existing street into a dedicated right-turn lane at Gower and
Melrose. This leaves sigmficant zr&f*m and associated satety impacts largely unaddressed.
Surely a huge studic of Paramount’s stature could afford some basic transportation and safety
mitigations to better address these ~m§3;€ms; the feasibility of included further traffic and
associated safety improvements was never really in question

The Historic Preservation Plan And Asseciated New Construction Desien Standards Need
To Be Expanded Te Comply With CEQA As Well As Local And State Historic
Preservation Standards.

The Proposed Project would have significant historic preservation impacts in two potential
historic districts and ﬁw individually eligible KCAL Building. Per National Park Service historic
preservation standards (“Standards™), introducing a new building or landscape feature that is ows
of scale or m:%zemzss m&;}prapmib to the setting’s historic character is not recommended.
According. in addition to preservation cfforts. the PC LOD should have conditioned approval on

meorporation of new construction design standards, to ensure that historic relationships and
features are retained and sensitively incorporated into new development.  Further. the
construction d €3g‘§ standards should require a transparent review process that involves both the

Citv’s Office of Historic Resources and the Los Angeles {g;,ma TVancy.

The Proposed Project’s planned construction by the historic KCAL Building is exactly the type
of massive new construction that would overwhehm the historic resources by Ehmz and thus is

inconsistent with the Standards and historic resource mpact mitigation requir ments under
CEQA. The Proposed Project currently would allow 2 new structure {up to 15 stories an J 150
feet in height} to be constructed be hind the KCAL Buildin ng, greatly exceeding { ij e 75-

foot height hmit established for this zone.

In addition, Stages 19, 20 and 21 are perhaps the most visible aspect of the Paramount Pictures
Main Lot 1o the public. The Stage 21 Studio Globe is an iconic element us part of the Paramoun
Pictures Main Lol Moving it offsite adversely affects its cultural significance. It also is
important in terms of the historic significance and evolution of studio production and use at this
location over time. This important fagade wall needs 10 be maintained, where 1t is, for historic
preservation purposes

The BIR Faiis To Disclose And Address Sienificant Aesthetie, Blight, And Safety Imnpacts
Asgociated With The Proposed Project’s %me&
"he ﬁ‘f" E”‘Qf%a?& ?i’m:}fg@m v;{}izéc% create a g

o Y;éﬁ% their
right next to each of E@sﬁ* 8% in a
the walls ﬂw‘iﬁh new multi-storied buildings (60
The low-rise (1 to 2 story) nature of ¢
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surrounding neighborhood exacerbates the impact, in that the signs will be visible from the entire
residential (and commercial) area.

Throughout the Site, these mega-signs will project attention-arresting images of whatever level
of bare skin and gore sells best. Advertising images, or the structures designed to feature them,
will block and replace current views of the Hollywood Hills and/or lovely historic buildings.
Families in swrounding homes will have no respite in their yards or bedrooms. day or night,
from these advertising images or the attendant light and glare. Sleep paii»ﬂms of young children
and m:ﬁe:i*s will be disrupted. Drivers on alreadv-congested streets filled with pedestrians will be
distracted, causing further traffic delays and accidents. The new cluster of mass marketing signs
will f*l ange and blight the overall character of the surrounding neighborhoods.

The EIR and CEQA findings fail to a ugaaict v disclose or mitigate the aesthetic, blight/urban
decay, and pedestrian and traffic safetv issues associated with the proposed new cluster of mass

marketing signs.

Further, the EIR, findings and MMP improperly rely on an undisclosed future illumination plan.
The EIR needed to specify the illumination plan. Failure to do so improperly defers mitigation
planning or, to use different labels for the same net effect, failure to provide sufficient
description of mitigating elements included in the Project Description. EIR comumenters like
l&ppeiizmﬁ and responsible and commmenting agencies fse:fésj to see illumination plan and have an
opportunity to comment on whether it is sufficient before the FIR is certified and the MMP is
adopted. The governing body of the Lead Agency also needs o see this plan to evaluate and
confirm its efficacy, before it can provide meaningful CEQA Approvals.

The EIR also fails to adequately consider whether the cluster effect of so many lit mega-signs on
the Site would, co ﬁa mmf or cumulatively, create adverse aesthetic impacts as to light and
glare, day or mighttime views. or the visual character or quality of the Site and swrounds.
Instead. the EIR ’f(‘% 15es on impacts from individual sign impacts, and cumulative ambient light
and glare from a list of Rel ai‘ed ?“@ww« & embled for traffic analysis pwpme» (Final FIR p.

H1-162) This issue was identified long before the draft EIR was put in “Final” EIR form. but not
properly addressed in that “Final” EER. N:z Staft Report to the Planning Comumission on our
prior appeal does not respond to this issue either. Instead. it focuses on what would be a

significant cumulative lighting/glare Emm%t,\ given the urban nature of the environment. EE} is
focus begs the 1ssue. The circulated EIR, not a last minute Staff Report, is supposed fo study and
identify significant cumulative impacts. The Staff Report suggests that background illumination
levels may dwzﬁiy be aigmﬁ ~ant, thus cumulative impacts would be trrelevant. This conclusion
is the opposite of what CEQA requires. Where background impacts are &gremﬁv severe. a small
individual impact is even more. likely to create a cumudative impact. and must be studied in the
EIR. §f§ge eg, ( mw: s‘m or o Better Davironment v. California Resources Agency (2002)




discussed in our comments submitted immediately prior to the Planning Commission meeting on
the Proposed Project.

The EIR attempts to excuse the lack of City-services/utilities infrastructure information by
promising that the developers/future owners will look into it later. But without this information.
no meaningtul assessment by the public or decisionmakers can be made as to what the actual full
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project are. The EIR thus improperly “piece-meals”
study of impacts from sewer, utilities, and other infrastructure improvements that will be needed
to support the massive Project, and improperly defers mitigation.

Stmilarly, for virtually every significant impact, mitigations relied on in the PC LOD are not
actually described. Rather, they are presented as ideas to be turned into plans in the future,
without any public or goveming body direct review and input as to efficacy or adequacy — in
violation of CEQA. This concern includes mitigations for: (a) aesthetics/visual quality and
views/cultural resources and (b) both dunng and after construction: hazards/hazardous materials,
noise, air quality/greenhouse gas emissions, public services, traffic, access and parking, utilities
and service systems (including water supply, wastewater, solid waste, energy, and sewer
systems). This violates CEQA.

Similarly, the Proposed Project is vague and changeable, at will, by future developers/owners.
This extreme changeability is illustrated in the Development Agreement for the Proposed
Project. That agreement expressly allows the future developers/owners of any part of the
Proposed Project to put any commercial use anywhere any partial developer/owner wanis (even,
taken literally, at greater density levels per use than otherwise allowed, though we hope this was
not the City’s intent). Such changeability impairs meaningful CEQA review, It is hard for the
public or decisionmakers to evaluate a project that is nebulouslv described. in essence. as
anywhere for almost anything.

Master plan level EIRs can deal with some uncertainty, as long as specific project level EIRs (or
similar CEQA studies) are intended to be forthcoming going forward., Here, however,
Development Agreement waives normal City permitting requirements. Only specific permits and
City approvals identified in the PC LOD would be required. Such permits/approvals are
generally needed to trigger specific project level CEQA smdies. In essence. the Proposed Project
would excuse each future developer/owner from deoing specific construction level studies, though
necessary to support the otherwise too-vague master plan study endorsed in the PC LOD.

The EIR Requires Recirculation.

The July EIR Revisions identity new significant unmitigitable impacts omitted from the &w‘gﬁc&i
list of such impacts in the previously circulated draft EIR. The list was revised to include
“Caltrans facilities based on supplemental Caltrans analvsis.”  Disclosure of new Sig?iﬁéluﬁi
unmitigable impacts requires recirculation under CEQA.

3t Comply With CEOA Gn EIR Certification Procedures, And The
B‘a@% ﬂ%g Process %% %ﬁ%f‘ ious fgﬁ% f}%a sartments Raise Further D

7
/



our prior administrative appeal (dated June 16, 2016), this was not a proper EIR certification by
the governing body of a properly designated lead agency under CEQA.

The PC LOD now claims that it, and thus nor the Advisory Agency, is certifying the EIR as the
purported governing body of the purported Lead Agency. At the same time, the Planning
Commission’s determunation on related case CPC-2011-2462-DA recommends that the City
Council “certify and adopt the EIR”. Meanwhile, the Notice of "*f*mamimz% ﬁsgzgﬁm@;é ff% City
of Los Angeles as the Lead Agency. The NOP is where the lead agency is required to be
designated under CEQA., hefore scoping. Along the same lines, the PC Lei'}b itself states that
“City™ is the lead agency (see PC LOD p.6). This would mean that the City Council, and not the
Deputy Advisor ov the Planning Commission, is the governing b(}@xf for certification purposes
under CEQA. CEQA does not « @mempic&a ma?i:&pm certifications of an EIR as wm;ésée t must
be done once, by the governing body of the actual lead agency — here, the City Council.

Any and all approvals of the Proposed ?msem or parts thereof, cannot be validly made until the
City Council, as the governing body of the Lead Agency, Mr‘{% s the Etﬁx,.

This issue goes to the heart of providing clear and meaningful disc h ssures to, and being open to
input from. the public, as required under CEQA. Just who certifies {(certified?) the EIR and

when in the complex maze of City *}mce@émm has been hopeless E g bled. So too has the
approval of the Proposed Project. Various departments, individuals, and commissions have held

hearings or meetings and issued determinations on various pieces of the Proposed Project, and at

the same time make recommendations Tor others 1o approve other pieces. At the same time, from

Q”ié: Deputy Advisor wwz‘spﬁm@@ on, each level of administrative review purports to separately

certify the EIR. Even now, the PC LOD purports to certify the EIR, t?'zmzzz%ﬁ the Deputy Advisor

claimed to have already s:%e:ms:f so in the Advisory LOD (without ﬁw 'f*'} and the
£ hat o

f(““,

Ty M g

lanning Commission “recommends™ in is various Augu
ouncil itself certify the EIR as complete, at some *i; months later. s of
Proposed Project will not go before the City Council at all for approval, even as the FIR and

other paris will,

QQ
t

,“\

All this slicing and dicing of parts of the Project for approval at various times, before it even gets
to the City Council, is unnecess ary. The various Qﬁﬁgﬁgi?‘ﬁf"}{im~ and cmmmws;m such as the
Advisory ,%gmm and Planning Commission, could | mm simply recommended approval and
certification of the portions before them to the { ity Co tvi

3
. Instead, the Advisory Agency, and
now the Planning i.,ammzssgic‘trzm Zf}aa m@m{‘w 4 to Eém_}}f @@fﬁ%f}f fégsﬁ T@R and approved the
5 i ave to review the
zg;g in order to %«‘%@ss way. The net effect
255‘“ prematurely purpor ; E} By purporting
to “certify” the EIR as .,wg}mg}%ctf* §«,- l ' th, the Uity mm ﬁ EE“W perception that any

el

comment after that ‘%F}Ezm %’m too late. e PC LOD attempts to ¢lose the same a%wm again, as of
August 9, 2016, ?&:m efforts discoura i ] i cipation on the |

«;a; ‘ements were not stric
have a ;min% hearing (though re

d not
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Beyond this, approval of the Tentative Tract goes beyond merely approving a subdivision to
create 10 new lots. The PC LOD essentially approves the whole Proposed Project, even though
the Planning Commission clearly does not have designated City authority to do so. The approval
appears to mnclude “construction of up to 1,922,300 square feet [of commercial buildings]....
under the guidance of the Paramount Pictures Specific Plan ... in the Hollywood and Wilshire
Community Plans.” (The Commission’s warning that zoning aspects are subject to further
review does not really address this issue, since it is approving the construction without the value
of such later further review.)

For all the reasons stated in this Appeal Reasons Summary, we respectfully request rescission,
vacation, and set aside, as abuses of agency discretion, of the PC LOD’s certification of the EIR;
adoption of the Revised Findings: and approval of the Tentative Tract.

We note that many of the concerns raised in this Appeal were first raised during scoping back in
2011, but remain unaddressed to this day. This Appeal is intended to supplement, not watve.
concerns raised by Appellant (or others) in prior comments or appeals.

There was a short 10-day limit from the mailing date of the PC LOD to file this Appeal. During
this time period, no transcript of the Commission’s hearing/meeting was available. Nor were
redlines provided in the PC LOD mailing to show changes made to the Tentative Tract and other
Project entitlement documents.  Appellant reserves the right to present, prior or during the
hearing on this Appeal, inconsistencies between the Tentative Tract and other Project
documents/entitiement and/or the Planning Commission vote at its July 14, 2016 meeting.
Appellant also reserves the right to submit further supplemental information supporting this
Appeal prior to or during the hearing.

Thank vou for your consideration.

LAW OFFICES OF BETH 8. DORRIS
7 ’

August 17, 2016

9



Bevond this, approval of the Tentative Tract goes bevond merely approving a subdivision to
create 10 new lots. The PC LOD essentially approves the whole Proposed Project, even though
the Planning Commission clearly does not have designated City authority to do so. The approval
appears to include “construction of up to 1,922,300 square feet [of commercial buildings]. ..,
under the guidance of the Paramount Pictures Specific Plan ... in the Hollywood and Wilshire
Community Plans.” (The Commission’s warning that zoning aspects are subject to further
review does not really address this issue, since it is approving the construction without the value
of such later further review.)

For all the reasons stated in this Appeal Reasons Summary. we respectfully request rescission,
vacation, and set aside, as abuses of agencv discretion, of the PC LOD s certification of the EIR;
adoption of the Revised Findings; and approval of the Tentative Tract.

We note that many of the concerns raised in this Appeal were {irst raised during scoping back in
2011, but remain unaddressed to this day. This Appeal is intended to supplement, not waive,
concerns raised by Appellant (or others) in prior comments or appeals.

There was a short 10-day limit from the mailing date of the PC LOD to file this Appeal. During
this time period. no transcript of the Commission’s hearing/meeting was available. Nor were
redlines provided in the PC LOD mailing to show changes made to the Tentative Tract and other
Project entitlement documents.  Appellant reserves the right to present, prior or during the
hearing on this Appeal, inconsistencies between the Tentative Tract and other Project
documents/entitlement and/or the Planning Commission vote at its July 14, 2016 meeting.
Appellant also reserves the right to submit further supplemental information supporting this
Appeal prior to or during the hearing.

Thank vou for vour consideration.

LAW OFFICES OF BETH S. DORRIS

By L ,

Beth S. Dorris August 17, 2016
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