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[ his application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) for discretionary 
actions administered by the Department of City Planning,

1. APPELLANT BODY/CASE INFORMATION

Appellant Body:

□ Area Planning Commission 0 City Council□ City Planning Commission □ Director of Planning

Regarding Case Number: TT-7T7B1-1A

P roj ect Ad dress: 5555 W. Melrose Avenue

Final Date to Appeal: 08/19/2016

O Appeal by Applicant/Owner
13 Appeal by a person, other than the Applicant/Owner, claiming to be aggrieved 
□ Appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety

Type of Appeal:

2, APPELLANT INFORMATION

Appellant's name (print): Beth S. Dorris

Company: Law Offices of Beth S. Dorris

Mailing Address: 3226 Mandevilie Canyon RtL

Cify: Los Angeles Zip: 90049State: CA

;om

organization or company7

□ Yes □ No

3.

City: Los Angeles State: CA Zip: 90049

Telephone: (310) 476-4761 E-mail: beth.dorrisglaot.com

;i
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4. JUSTIFICATION/REASON PC EAl

0 Entire O PartIs the entire decision, or only parts of it being appealed?

O Yes 0 NoAre specific conditions of approval being appealed?

If Yes, list the condition numbers) here:

Attach a separate sheet providing your reasons for the appeai. Your reason must state;

• The reason for the appeal

• Specifically the points at issue
• How you are aggrieved by the decision
• Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion

5. APPLICANT’S AFFIDAVIT

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

Ss» Date: 08/17/2016Appellant Signature: _

6. FILING REQUIREMENTS/ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Eight (8) sets of the following documents are required for each appeal filed (1 original and 7 duplicates): 
Appeal Application (form CP-7769)
Justification/Reason for Appeal 

o Copies of Original Determination Letter

O

A Filing Fee must be paid at the time of filing the appeal per LAMC Section 19.01 B.
o Original applicants must provide a copy of the original application receipt(s) {required to calculate 

their 85% appeal filing fee).

All appeals require noticing per the applicable LAMC section(s). Original Applicants must provide noticing per 
the LAMC, pay mailing fees to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of the receipt.

Appellants filing an appeal from a determination made by the Department of Building and Safety per LAMC 
12.26 K are considered Original Applicants and most provide noticing per LAMC 12.26 K,7, pay mailing fees 
to City Planning’s mailing contractor (BTC) and submit a copy of receipt

A Certified Neighborhood Council (CMC) or a person identified as a member of a CNC or as representing the 
CNC may not file an appeal on behalf of the Neighborhood Council; persons affiliated with a CNC may only 
file as an individual on behalf of self.

m

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

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (IT or VTT) by the Area or City 
Planning Commission must be filed within 10 days of the date of the written determination of said 
Commission.

e Fee
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The Site looks today much as it 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-lying studios set back sufficiently to be fully screened from the surrounding 
residential area by 18 foot high hedges and other mature tree landscaping.
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entitlement gifts more marketable still. It divides what is now essentially one big studio lot with 
limited gated access into 10 separate!y-marketable parcels. The portions of the Proposed Project 
to be developed across the street from the Paramount Lot, with all these special favor 
entitlements, some dressed with a full suite of retail uses (and even liquor for on and offsite 
consumption), also could be ready broken off and sold, with no real “studio" use assured in the 
least.

AH these valuable entitlement gifts from the City. That price would be borne by the families
living in the immediately surrounding neighborhoods. The EIR promises great harm to our 
citizens from the Project. That is what “significant immitigable impacts” mean. There are 
thousands 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 
burdensome transportation impacts. The EIR itself acknowledges (though understates) the 
problem. Already over-burdened Melrose will be jammed past the breaking point. Surrounding 
neighborhoods will suffer significant traffic intrusion into what had otherwise been safe 
residential areas for families with small children. Construction hazards invite disaster for, what 
is promised here, entire decades. Indeed, the entitlement documents (including the Development 
Agreement) allow about 25 years of constant construction. The associated significant impacts 
are not theoretical inconveniences. They threaten the health and well being of thousands of 
families living in the significant impact area.

Creating a special entitlement package for Paramount to sell off to the highest bidders, 
potentially in foreign countries, simply does not justify such great harm to the surrounding
community.
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Notably, the hundreds of homes in the immediately adjacent Larchmont Heights are 
Neighborhood Conservation Areas under Interim Control Ordinance (ICO) Area 6 Larchmont 
Heights. Recent neighborhood surveys, submitted to this Record, found that nearly 80% of these
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residences, whether one-story or two-story, would be contributors in an HPOZ (Historic 
Preservation Overlay Zone).

The historic survey and cultural 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 an 
HPOZ. " " * ' ’ ‘

CEQA and the National Parks Historic Preservation Standards, discussed further below, require 
instituting construction design controls to ensure that the scale and placement of the new 
construction do not overwhelm neighboring historic resources. Those controls are missing from 
the Proposed Project, and in particular from the proposed Paramount Studios Specific Plan that 
the Tentative Traci Approval explicitly relies upon. This presents yet another reason the PC 
LOD approvals were an abuse of agency discretion and must be vacated.

Nor do the EIR and MMP take advantage of feasible mitigations or alternatives to reduce 
significant aesthetic impacts. Setbacks along the southern property boundaries should be 
increased by at least another 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 Final EIR presumes, without support:, that Paramount employees and guests will generally 
not use Plymouth or other residential streets to access Plymouth Gate, but instead rely on 
Melrose for access. The unsupported notion espoused there is that a slight ‘‘T” of a few feet (less 
than a quarter of a block) between Plymouth and the Gate along Melrose would magically 
prevent people from using Plymouth. This unsupported assumption is completely contradicted 
by flic 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 introduced by the Proposed Project (and 
Related Projects) can only exacerbate this problem. Moreover, the additional traffic to/from the 
Plymouth Gate, on Plymouth and elsewhere, will impede an emergency' access route. 
Obstruction of emergency access compounds the safety concerns.
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potential impact regions and associated 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 additional traffic 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 significant traffic and associated safety impacts largely unaddressed. 
Surely a huge studio of Paramount's stature could afford some basic transportation and. safety 
mitigations to better address these problems; the feasibility of included further traffic and 
associated safety improvements was never really in question.
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The Proposed Project's planned construction by the historic KCAL Building is exactly the type 
of massive new construction that would overwhelm the historic resources by them, and thus is 
inconsistent with the Standards ami historic resource impact mitigation, requirements under 
CEQA. The Proposed Project currently would allow a. new structure (up to 15 stories and 150 
feel in height) to be constructed behind the KCAL Building, greatly exceeding the otherwise 75- 
foot height limit established for this zone.

In addition, Stages 19, 20 and 21 are perhaps the most visible aspect of the Paramount Pictures 
Main Lot to the public. The Stage 21 Studio Globe is an iconic element as part of the Paramount 
Pictures Main Lot. Moving it offsite adversely affects its cultural significance, ft also is 
important in terms of the historic significance and evolution of studio production, and use at this 
location over time. This important faqade wall needs to be maintained, where it is, for historic 
preservation purposes.
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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 surrounding homes will have no respite in their yards or bedrooms, day or night, 
from these advertising images or the attendant light and glare. Sleep patterns of young children 
and others will be disrupted. Drivers on already-congested streets filled with pedestrians will be 
distracted, causing further traffic delays and accidents. The new cluster of mass marketing signs 
will change and blight the overall character of the surrounding neighborhoods.

The EIR and CE-QA findings fail to adequately disclose or mitigate the aesthetic, blight/urban 
decay, and pedestrian and traffic safety issues associated with the proposed new’ cluster of mass 
marketing signs.
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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 meaningful 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. ....

Similarly, 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 governing body direct review and input as to efficacy or adequacy - in 
violation of C.EQA. This concern includes mitigations for: (a) aesthetics/visual quality and
views/cultural resources and (b) both, during 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 wants (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 nebulously 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/approvais are 
generally needed to trigger specific project level CEQA studies. In essence, the Proposed Project 
would excuse each future developer/owner from doing 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 identify new significant unmitigitable impacts omitted from the critical 
list of such impacts in the previously circulated draft EIR. The list was revised to include 
‘‘Caltrans facilities based on supplemental Caltrans analysis.” Disclosure of new significant 
unmitigable impacts requires recirculation under CEQA.
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Any and all approvals of the Proposed Project, or parts thereof, cannot be validly made until the 
City Council, as the governing body of the Lead Agency, certifies the EIR.

This issue goes to the heart of providing clear and meaningful disclosures 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 proceedings has been hopelessly garbled. 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 for others to approve other pieces. At the same time, front 
the Deputy Advisor staffperson on, each level of administrative review purports to separately 
certify the EIR. Even now. the PC LOD purports to certify' the EIR, though the Deputy Advisor 
claimed to have already done so in the Advisory- LOD (without the July EIR Revision), and the 
Planning Commission "recommends" in its various August 9. 2016 determinations that the City 
Council itself certify- the EIR as complete, at some date months later. Some parts of the 
Proposed Project will not go before the City Council at all for approval even as the EIR and 
other parts will.

Another outgrowth of this procedural approval maze is that, in the great shuffle, CEQA hearing 
requirements were not strictly complied with. The foil EUR, with the July EIR Revisions, did not 
have a public hearing (though required under CEQA).
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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 
201 I, 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.
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Thank you for your consideration.

LAW OFFICES OF BETH S. DORRIS
/

August 17. 2016
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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 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 agency discretion, of the PC LOD A certification of the EIR; 
adoption of the Revised Findings; and approval of the Tentative Tract.

We note that many of the concents 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 waive, 
concerns raised by Appellant (or others) in prior comments or appeals.

There was a short 10-dav 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 show7 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 you for your consideration.

DORRIS

August 17. 2016
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