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Master Plan FEIR, City Case No. ENV-2011-2460-EIR; State 
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Dear Ms. Armstrong and Ms. Dickinson and Honorable Members of the City Council of 

the City of Los Angeles: 

 

Please accept these further comments pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 

Act (“CEQA”) on behalf of the SoCal Environmental Justice Alliance on the Final 

Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) for the Paramount Pictures Master Plan project 

(“the Project”), which you are scheduled to consider tomorrow, October 11, 2016.  They 

should be considered by you and should become a part of the Administrative Record.   

 

Our comments have to do with the FEIR’s Traffic Impact Assessment (“TIA.”)  We 

asked RK Engineering Group, Inc. to review that TIA, and it found: 

 

1. There was no traffic phasing analysis to determine the impacts or the results of 

mitigation measures, and it appears that the most important mitigation measures – 

including even initiating discussions with potentially impacted residential 

neighborhoods – were not scheduled to begin until 45% of the Project was 

completed and over 500 potential PM peak hour trips were already anticipated.  

See Letter from RK Engineering to Hannah Bentley, October 5, 2016, Comment 1 

(page 3) and Appendix A (Transportation Improvement Phasing Program).   

2. The TIA likely significantly underestimated cumulative impacts from related 

projects as there were only eight within a one-mile radius which were considered, 

whereas a number of others were within that distance and were not.  Letter, 

Comment 2, and Appendix B (Figure 6 and Table 9).   

3. The proposed Project relies significantly on a Transportation Management 

Program but it does not specify that this Program should be implemented at the 

time of issuance of the first building permit.   
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4. The Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) and TIA concluded that the 

Project could have significant impacts on neighborhood traffic intrusion, and 

proposed a mitigation measure of $500,000 for up to five neighborhoods in the 

vicinity of the Project.  There is no substantial evidence that this will reduce 

impacts to less than significant levels or that this was the most the City could 

feasibly do to reduce impacts as is required by CEQA.   

5. The TIA’s parking analysis improperly concluded that the Project’s anticipated 

additional demand for 7,547 parking spaces would be sufficiently met with 7,550 

total spaces.  This was contrary to Urban Land Institute methodology which 

would call for at least an additional 5% overage so that 377 additional spaces 

should be provided.   

6. The supplemental Highway Capacity Manual (“HCM”) analysis included no peak 

hour factor (“PHF”) for existing, existing plus project, or future conditions.  With 

an appropriate PHF, more impacts may be present than the supplemental analysis 

identified.  The analysis also did not include actual minimum green times, which 

may have inappropriately resulted in levels of service (“LOSs”) being higher than 

appropriate under existing conditions.   

 

Thank you for your consideration of these issues.   

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Craig M. Collins 

Blum Collins LLP 

 

Attachment:  Letter to Hannah Bentley, October 5, 2016, with Appendices 
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development of an extensive Transportation Demand Management Program for the  
project, the establishment of a Hollywood Transportation Management Organization and a 
detailed parking analysis. The traffic study analyzed 65 signalized intersections and 11 
unsignalized intersections within the study area. The location of the intersections analyzed 
were approximately within 2 miles of the project site. The traffic study utilized traffic 
counts obtained in Years 2010 and 2011. For future conditions, the counts were increased 
based upon by an ambient growth rate agreed upon the LADOT and some of the related 
projects (approximately ten (10%) percent) in the area.  
 
The primary mitigation for the project included the project financing of two (2) intersection 
improvement projects (located at Gower Street at Melrose Avenue and Gower Street at 
Santa Monica Boulevard),  constructing two (2) new traffic signals (Gower Street at SR-101 
Freeway Ramps and Normandy Avenue at SR-101 Freeway Ramps), highway dedications 
along the project frontage of Melrose Avenue, Gower Street and Van Ness Avenue to 
current LADOT standards, replacing traffic signal controllers at 19 locations, providing fiber 
optic CTTV systems at 3 locations, providing a $500,000 contribution to neighborhood, 
traffic management programs at 5 areas in the vicinity of the project, committing to 
$250,000 for bikeway improvements in the area, developing/implementing a significant 
major TDM (Transportation Demand Management) plan for the project itself and funding a 
Hollywood Transportation Management Organization including $200,000 to set it up and 
$50,000 per year for up to nine (9) additional years of operation of the program. Even 
with the extensive mitigation program, there still would remain significant 
unavoidable impacts at some signalized intersections (two for existing plus 
project conditions and four for future conditions with the project). The major 
concern with the mitigation measures is that they are to be implemented after 
much of the project is implemented. 
 
The study included an extensive review of a substantial area and numerous intersections in 
the study area. It appears that this traffic study has been going on for a long period of 
time, since the initial approval of the MOU was September 2011. The final date of the 
traffic document was August 2015. It appears that the baseline of the project was Year 
2011 which was utilized to project future conditions in the area, based upon an ambient 
growth rate plus some of the related projects in the study area and the proposed project.  
 
In reviewing the traffic study and environmental documents for the project, some of our 
comments may affect the overall project impacts. These items will be discussed in the 
comments sections of this letter. These comments may or may not affect to overall 
determination of whether the project has a more significant impact identified in the study. 
It should be noted that the studies do indicate that the project will have significant 
unavoidable unmitigated impact at some locations. The City will have to over-ride these 
impacts as part of the environment review and approval process if the project is to be 
approved.  
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 Comments 
 

1. The proposed project is extensive and the traffic study identified substantial impacts 
and required mitigation measures to accommodate the project. No traffic phasing 
analysis was included in the traffic study to determine impacts between existing 
conditions and future buildout of the project in Year 2038. It would be helpful in 
ensuring the mitigation measures are phased properly with the development of the 
project. The traffic study did have a section on Transportation Improvement Phasing 
program (see attached Appendix A), however, most of the significant improvements 
will not occur until after 45% of the project is developed. With over 500 potential 
PM peak hour trips occurring by this time, it would appear that more mitigation 
measures are needed “up front” to accommodate the project. Additional traffic 
phasing analysis should be included to make this assessment and verify the 
recommended transportation improvement phasing program (Appendix A) shown 
on pages L-1 and L-2 of the traffic study.  

2. The traffic study identified 81 related projects (see Appendix B) in the study area.  
Eight (8) of the related projects plus the Interim Paramount Pictures project (50,000 
square feet of general office space) were added to the ambient growth for Year 
2038 conditions. While it is true that ambient growth will take into account some of 
the future development in the area, typically projects within 1 mile of the project 
should be included in future related project analysis of the study. As shown on the 
attached Figure 6 (Appendix B), the related projects utilized in the traffic study are 
highlighted in “yellow”, whereas those shown in “black” were not included in 
future analysis. Many of these projects within one mile of the project were not 
included in the future analysis. This may substantially underestimate future traffic 
conditions, since many of these projects are within a mile of the project site.  

3. The project relies heavily on the project’s Transportation Management Program to 
mitigate impacts. It should be implemented at the time of the first building permit 
to reduce project impacts. Also, any of the significantly impacted intersection 
improvements should be implemented earlier than shown in the phasing plan to 
reduce significant impacts of the project. The project should implement those 
identified intersection improvement with the first phase construction of the project. 
Again, timing for implementing of the mitigation measures is critical as identified in 
Item 1 above. 

4. The traffic study and DEIR identified that the project could have a significant 
unavoidable impact to neighborhood traffic intrusion. As a result of that, the 
project has identified a mitigation measure contributing $500,000 to local 
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neighborhood traffic improvements at up to five (5) neighborhoods in the vicinity of 
the project. It is not clear through the project documentation whether $500,000 is 
sufficient to accommodate these five (5) neighborhoods. Essentially, this would 
allocate between $31,250 to $187,500 per neighborhood, however, not knowing 
what specific improvements would be implemented, this may not be sufficient. 
Further detailing of the potential improvements and the costs within neighborhoods 
would be helpful in understanding whether the $500,000 would be sufficient to 
accommodate the neighborhood intrusion impacts of the project. It is 
recommended that a more detailed plan be prepared with the early phases of the 
project to insure there are sufficient funds to implement this program.   

5. The traffic study did include a parking analysis both code parking and shared 
parking based upon the ULI (Urban Land Institute) methodology. The traffic study 
concluded that the parking was going to be sufficient with the buildout of the 
project. The shared parking study indicated that there would be a peak parking 
demand of 7,547 spaces and approximately 7,550 spaces would be provided. 
Typically when planning parking requirements for a development, some additional 
buffer is required for parking spaces. This allows people to more easily locate 
available parking spaces. The ULI indicates approximately an extra 10% spaces 
should be required, however for a project this size, somewhat less would be 
reasonable. At least an additional 5% overage should be provided which would 
indicate a need for an additional 377 spaces. This could be accommodated with 
valet parking. However, the project should demonstrate with a plan that the site can 
accommodate this additional parking.   

6. Caltrans intersections have been reviewed in a supplemental analysis which is 
appropriate given the types of intersections and the fact that Caltrans will be 
reviewing the project. After reviewing the HCM analysis, there was no PHF (peak 
hour factor) included in the HCM analysis for either existing, existing plus project or 
future conditions. The PHF accounts for short-term (15-minute) peaks during the 
peak hour. For long term analysis, a peak hour factor of 1.0 may be appropriate, 
however, for shorter term conditions, the peak hour factor should be based upon 
the actual intersection count date. This could change the results for both existing 
and existing plus project conditions and potentially identify more impacts. Another 
factor utilized in the HCM analysis is “minimum green times”. Minimum green times 
are necessary for all signalized intersections to accommodate typical traffic signal 
timing conditions. The use of no minimum green times may inappropriately result in 
a better level service than which is actually occurring at a specific intersection. 
Again, this could change the results of the analysis.  

 
 





 
 

Appendix A 
Transportation Improvement Phasing Program 
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