
CONCERNS ABOUT ENV-2017-1504-SCEA: SERIOUS INACCURACIES AT 5/16/18 HEARING

Jenna Monterrosa, City Planner 
Jenna.Monterrosa.(5)lacitv.org 
May 25, 2018 
(213)978-1377

To:

Kathleen Larsen 

kalertfin@yahoo.com 
(213) 321-5873

From:

Dear Ms. Monterrosa:

These are the serious causes for concern from inaccuracies stated about the Montecito II Project at the May 16, 

2018 Hearing:

1. location of worker parking and building material during construction (grossly misstated)

2. minimum distance between the two buildings (grossly overstated)

3. name of the applicant (changed to another entity without explanation, but retaining old entity direction, 

including presentation)

4. plan for safety/wellbeing of 120 elderly residents during construction ( a minimal after thought)

Here are the details:

1. The SCEA states: "Construction worker parking and building material laydown during construction of 

the Proposed project would take place on the Project Site." (SCEA, page 21 of 342; Part II, page 10, 

bottom)

Yet, in her answer to your question, Ms. Monterrosa, "Residents had concerns about construction. What 

are your plans?"

Ms. Sayles answered: "We don't have a formal plan, just an outline. Off-site parking, maybe with valet. 

Dust control....We'd have hotlines; construction hours. Everybody understands, don't lengthen 

construction. Do it as quickly as possible. Still, we've never been this close to a subway line, which is so 

convenient. THERE'S NO WORKER PARKING ON-SITE." (My emphasis.) SCEA said the direct opposite.

Your follow-on question, "What about surface parking?, which obviously referred to the residents' 

concerns about construction and blockage for parking during construction, was answered as if the 

project had been completed. Ms. Sayles said: "We'll have an outlet on Cherokee and it'll be big enough 

so that there'll be no queuing" (which is similar to what was written about the FINISHED project). In 

essence, the answer to your question was avoided.

Ms. Monterrosa, you can see why the residents are concerned.

mailto:kalertfin@yahoo.com
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2. Responding to your general invitation, Ms. Monterrosa, Ms. Sayles responded to concerns brought up 

by the speakers by quickly listing short items. This caught my attention: "We will have traffic control, 

stated work hours and all construction will not have an impact. There's 40 ft. separation between the 

buildings. And 40 ft. is MORE THAN ADEQUATE!! (Emphasis is mine, but that part did seem to be 

noticeably louder and more forceful.) It's the last piece of a parking lot!"

This is a gross misstatement of what the project does and where it is to be located in reference to the 

existing non-conforming building, the home of 120 seniors for the 2 years of construction.

The "hyphen"—the 25 ft. building to connect the old and new buildings --means that there is 25ft. 

between the two buildings at that point. (See page 22 of 342, Part II, page 11, Figure 11-4, Project Site 

Plan). The Upper Basement Level Plan, Figure 11-6, page 24 of 342, Part II, page 13, shows a mere 15 ft. 

between the two buildings, and extending to almost the entire westside of the existing building. The 

Lower Basement Level Plan, Figure 11-7, page 25 of 342, Part II, page 14, shows the almost complete 

side-by-side of 15 ft. separation. The Typical Unit, Figure 11-8, page 26 of 342, Part II, page 15, means that 

about half of the proposed project's east-facing units will have about 30 ft. from their balconies to the 

existing building's patio.

Ms. Sayles erroneously thinks that the proposed project is merely "the last piece of a parking lot". 

Actually, only 1/3 of the project is that "last piece of the parking lot". The other 2/3 of the project is on 

the rather narrow land once used for a small single family residence of the groundskeeper, which was 

converted a third of a century ago to what is now the garden with 27 mature trees, equally visible by 

residents and the community.

There is concern about maintaining the structural integrity of the existing 10-story, almost 90-year old 

building, with just that 15 ft. separation at the double-deep basement level, which has an even deeper 

foundation level. How big are the footings? Will the older building's stabilizers be compromised? What 

precautions have been taken, from a perspective of prevention of catastrophic earthquake damage, in 

accounting for the different movement rates of these two dissimilar structures? How will the "hyphen" 

be executed so as not to endanger both buildings? Will such close-by extensive excavation undermine 

the older building—now or in the future?

3. Who is the project applicant? Page 8 of 342, (Part I, Page I, Middle), says Thomas Safran and Associates. 

Yet the Public Hearing Notice listed the sole name of "Montecito Apartment Housing, LP" as the 

Applicant. There was no reference to that entity at any time during the hearing. In fact, it appeared that 

Thomas Safran and Associates was the applicant. The firm's Vice-President, Tyler Monroe, spoke of his 

company's expertise and dominance in the field, as did the firm's representative, Dana Sayles. So, who is 

responsible for this project?

4. It is quite disturbing that such a vital part of this proposed project—the plan for the safety and wellbeing 

of 120 elderly residents during 2 years of construction-appears to be a minimal after thought. Has no 

one considered that this issue could be a real deal-breaker for getting this marginal project completed?
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It's easy to dismiss the safety questions. "Of course, we'll see that everything is safe" seems to be the attitude. 

How will this safety be achieved? It appears to be that safety can be assumed. I think Thomas Safran and 

Associates Vice-President Tyler Monroe summed up more than he realized when he said: "The reason for this 

project is that Thomas Safran has been 40 years in this business and has the lion's share of it in the Los Angeles

area......Our reputation is of paramount Importance. Our integrity matters more than anything. We're looking

out for the people living in the building while we bring on the 68 units. We engage with them."

Ms. Sayles, answering your question, Ms. Monterrosa, on the plans to satisfy the construction concerns 

expressed in the letters against the proposal, said: "We don't have a formal plan, just an outline....Everybody 

understands, don't lengthen construction. Do it as quickly as possible."

This Montecito II Project does NOT achieve its goal of affordable senior housing. Looking at the big picture, it 

will do just the opposite. It will spend unnecessary time, talent, and money from the owner /developer for a 

small, fussy, project. Those considerable assets would have been better used to contribute to recent 

improvements in housing development unavailable when the Montecito II began 4 years ago.

It is unfair to City Planners to have to expend so much effort for so relatively little new housing as provided by 

the Montecito II. Residents, their supporters, and the community will have gone through unnecessary angst.

Please REJECT the Montecito II Project.
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Good morning. My name is Kathleen Larsen, a lifelong 

resident of Los Angeles and a senior citizen. Friends who live 

in the 10-story Montecito showed me City Planning's March, 

2018 Request for Public Comment. It was new to line. I read 

it and that's why I'm here. I speak in OPPOSITION.

We can all agree that safe, affordable senior housing is 

needed. But the Thomas Safran and Associates (TSA) 

Montecito II Project is a big gamble that's not worth the risk 

to anyone. It fails all concerned: owner / developer, current 

residents, future occupants, and the community. And, the 

City of

should blame go to the "fast-tracking "seemingly demanded 

recent State laws? ..

Angeles could be blamed for all the failures. Or,

We're here today discussing this complex development 

project using the expedited mechanism of the Sustainable 

Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA). Does this 

project really meet the requirements for an SCEA? I say it 

does not. City Planning deserves relevant detail to decide.

The list of ineligible for SCEA includes being on the State 

Geologist's mapped sites of an earthquake fault zone, being 

in a liquefaction zone, and altering a Registered Historic 

Resource. One could say, "Those problems have all been
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declared to be mitigated or to be insignificant". Those 

problems need to be addressed more thoroughly. Perhaps a 

rigorous Environmental Impact Report (ElR), executed by 

experts free of conflict of interest, would be more 

appropriate for the project's complex needs.

The SCEA format for the Montecito property places an 

unnecessary burden on overworked City Planners. They must 

process entitlements, set-backs, density bonuses, structural 

height wavers, and zoning adjustments. They are obligated to 

make decisions, issue determinations, and enforce conditions 

- all in the abbreviated State-mandated time period.

FOR A SMALL LOT PROJECT.ALL

No one has noticed the huge elephant in the room: 

too little space to build the project while 120 seniors live in 

the 10-story building for the two years of construction. Two 

of the three exit doors will be blocked. The sole driveway on 

Cherokee will be unavailable for residents, even those with 

parking. That's not the concern of the SCEA. But, is there an 

insurmountable safety obstacle? There's nothing in the City 

files indicating the question has been asked. An answer is 

needed.
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The community loses a significant portion of its tree canopy 

with the removal of 27 mature trees. The aesthetics are 

diminished, but the SCEA doesn't consider that issue. Traffic 

during construction becomes worse, but the SCEA is 

concerned only with the insignificant addition of 68 units. If 

the project is built and the 10-story building isn't undermined 

by it, all units will experience a more boxed-in lifestyle. This 

doesn't "enrich the lives of people who reside in our 

buildings", as the TSA goal states.

been done. Perhaps the owner / developerDue diligence

believes TSA can do this project. The question is: should it be

units of the project represent a mere 1% of 

TSA's units. Is it worth the substantial costs in money, loss of 

reputation, and potential liability to get those 68 units? If the 

Montecito II Project is abandoned, what could be 

accomplished if TSA's expertise were used instead at a 

property actually suitable for development? That's what's 

needed for safe, affordable senior housing.

done? The

I urge your REJECTION of ENV-2017-1504-SCEA and its 

associated cases.
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S Collaborate Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

D. Stewart Farquhar <dstewartfarquhar@hotmail.com>
To: "Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org" <Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org>

Mon, May 14, 2018 at 10:03 AM

Dear Ms Monterrosa:

Attached please find:

1. My Concerns In Opposition to this proposed project
2. TSA CREDO-GOALS with Page Code
3. Mayor’s Office Shaken Up Over New LA Earthquake Zones - article
4. National Registry 964b2e84-525f-4c6c-9ecc-ee1d782b9931 Original - 

(Montecito HCM Description)

Unfortunately, for medical reasons, I will be unable to attend the meeting 
in person.

Sincerely,

Stewart

D. Stewart Farquhar

4 attachments

— UN4LA Ltr Montecito 180503-CM -DSF.pdf
-1 150K

— TSA CREDO - GOALS with Page Code.pdf
-1 94K

— »i Mayor’s Office Shaken Up Over New LA Earthquake Zbnes.pdf
-1 512K

— i Montecito-964b2e84-525f-4c6c-9ecc-ee 1 d782b9931 Origi naI. pdf
-1 607K

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:dstewartfarquhar@hotmail.com
mailto:Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org
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Jenna Monterrosa 
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.Monterrosa@lacitv.org

May 14, 2018

Refer To: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-2017-1504-SCEA Et seq.

Dear Ms. Monterrosa.

I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed Montecito II Senior Housing Project. While I understand the 
need for senior housing, and appreciate Thomas Safran & Associates' past efforts along those lines, there are a 
number of aspects of this project that are troubling. I do not believe the potential benefits provided by this 
project outweigh the risks and the negative impacts.

These are my objections:

Hollywood Fault Line

Feffer Geological Consulting's conclusion that the segment of the Hollywood Fault, which lies beneath the site, is 
not active, does not concur with the unbiased conclusion reached by the California Geological Survey. In Fault 
Evaluation Report 253, Supplement No. 1, The Hollywood Fault, dated November 5, 2014, CGS has this to say in 
Discussion of Segment 2 on page 27....

Summation:
The Hollywood fault in segment 2 appears to include a northern and a southern trace and a number of other 
minor faults and folds. Some faults within this zone may not be recently active, but the two main strands are 
"sufficiently active and well defined" so that an official Alauist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone should be established 
to ensure that active fault strands may be identified and avoided in the course of future development, fUnderline 
added.]

Interestingly, in a letter from LADBS to Thomas Safran and Associates dated October 3, 2016, LADBS accepts 
Feffer's conclusion at face value.

The consultants identified two faults crossing the subject site, which they interpret as inactive.

It is surprising that the author of the letter simply accepts Feffer's conclusion with no further discussion of the 
site's geology. It is even more surprising when one compares this letter to another written by LADBS less than 
two years before. I would like to cite the Geology and Soils Report Correction Letter from LADBS dated December 
12, 2014, page 2, regarding the project at 1840 Highland.

Previous geologic investigations established that several active fault splays of the Hollywood Fault are present 
along the northerly edge of the site. The consultants recommend an "Exclusion Zone" at the northern part of the 
site where no structure for human occupancy shall be constructed.

ENV-2017-1504-SCEA
Date emailed: 5/14/2018 9:43 AM
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The 1840 Highland site is less than one block away from the site of the proposed Montecito II. In fact, the 
distance between the two appears to be about 300 feet.

When considering 1840 Highland in 2014, LADBS accepted the consultant's conclusion that "no structure for 
human occupancy" should be constructed on the part of the site that runs along Franklin. How then, in 2016, 
can LADBS dismiss concerns about seismic activity on a parcel less than 300 feet away, also on Franklin? 
Especially since Feffer's conclusions clearly conflict with those reported by CGS for this segment of the fault in 
FER 253?

Tree Removal

I am also concerned about the removal of 27 trees from the site. LA's tree canopy is shrinking. In part due to the 
drought, and in part due to the presence of the shot-hole borer beetle. But, it is also due to the fact that the City 
has made a practice of approving increasingly large projects on small land parcels, which reduce open space and 
permeable surface area. An additional contributor to this loss is the fact that Los Angeles' current system of 
requiring replacements for trees that are removed has been an abject failure, since the Urban Forestry Division 
currently has no staff to plant replacements. The net result is that scores of trees sit in storage. It is hard to 
believe that the proposed in-lieu replacement fee will work any better, since the City has failed to do an 
inventory of available sites for tree planting.

The removal of these 27 trees conflicts with the City's stated goal of maintaining and enhancing our tree canopy.

Impacts to Historic Structure

It is worrisome that the developer also plans to make more alterations to this historic structure. While the 
developer downplays these modifications, I am concerned that they could be used in the future as justification 
for downgrading the Montecito's status as a historic landmark. A basement structural north south support beam 
close to the west wall was already installed under the pretext of and during four floors of earthquake 
modifications. NO complimentary beam was installed on the east side of the basement level. The beam location 
coincides with the proposed location of the connecting structure.

HCM status is contingent on preservation of a building's structural and design integrity. I oppose any structural 
or physical changes to this important landmark as it is entered Jul 18.1985 in the attached National Registry of 
Historic Places. See page 6 item 10 8i page 8 for verbal and diagramed boundary description (150'x225').

For these reasons, I oppose the approval of and the construction of the proposed Montecito II.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

D. Stewart Farquhar 
6650 Franklin Ave, Apt 409 
Hollywood, CA., 90028

ENV-2017-1504-SCEA
Date emailed: 5/14/2018 9:43 AM



TSA Credo
http://www.tsahousing.com/credo.aspx

Our Gcal is to enhance the world in which we live and enrich the lives of the people who reside in our buildings.

We respect the land on which we live, the air we breathe, and the water that sustains us. We will always preserve their 
quality and recognize how irreplaceable they are, not only for us but for all future generations.
Our goal is to build and manage profitable housing that generates good returns to our investors.
A good reputation is very hard to come by. We believe that ours is determined by the quality of our buildings, our 
standards of integrity and honesty, and our commitment to the well being of our residents.
We believe in equality of opportunity for all and assistance where needed.
We believe that the way we treat our residents is returned to us exactly in kind.
We strive for the confidence and trust of the public, whose support is critical for our success.
We strive to treat each other in our company as we would want them to treat us, recognizing that our ability to work 
harmoniously and efficiently with each other is a cornerstone to our success.
And, finally, we know that future generations will remember us by what we do and not by what we say.

We respect the land on which we live, the air we breathe, and the water that sustains us. We will always preserve their 
quality and recognize how irreplaceable they are, not only for us but for all future generations.
Our goal is to build and manage profitable housing that generates good returns to our investors.
A good reputation is very hard to come by. We believe that ours is determined by the quality of our buildings, our 
standards of integrity and honesty, and our commitment to the well being of our residents.
We believe in equality of opportunity for all and assistance where needed.
We believe that the way we treat our residents is returned to us exactly in kind.
We strive for the confidence and trust of the public, whose support is critical for our success.
We strive to treat each other in our company as we would want them to treat us, recognizing that our ability to work 
harmoniously and efficiently with each other is a cornerstone to our success.
And, finally, we know that future generations will remember us by what we do and not by what we say.

1.

2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

http://www.tsahousing.com/credo.aspx
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ydCBpcyBjcml0aWNhbCBmb3Igb3VyIHNlY2Nlc3MuDQo8TEk+V2Ugc3RyaXZlIHRvIHRyZWF0IGVhY2ggb3RoZXIgaW4gb
3VyIGNvbXBhbnkgYXMgd2Ugd291bGQgd2FudCB0aGVtIHRvIHRyZWF0IHVzLCByZWNvZ25pemluZyB0aGF0IG91 ciBhYm
lsaXR5IHRvIHdvcmsgaGFybW9uaW91c2x5IGFuZCBlZmZpY211bnRseSB3aXRoIGVhY2ggb3RoZXIgaXMgYSBjb3JuZXJzdG9
uZSB0byBvdXIgc3VjY2Vzcy4NCjxMST5BbmQsIGZpbmFsbHksIHdlIGtub3cgdGhhdCBmdXRlcmUgZ2VuZXJhdGlvbnMgd21s
bCByZWllbWJlciBlcyBieSB3aGF0IHdlIGRvIGFuZCBub3QgYnkgd2hhdCB3ZSBzYXkuDQo8LlVMPmRkZN8Vu5xil2vIV+4
W41/2XLrJNBMF" />

cinput type-'hidden" name-'__VIEW ST ATEGENERAT OR" id-'__VIEWSTATEGENERATOR" va1ue="E97CB7FF" t>
cdiv style=margin:20px;ximg src-'images/footer credo.gif *>c/div> 
cdiv style=margin:20px; style-'background-color:FFFFFF;width=700px;"> 
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cspan id-'lblCredo" class-'bodyText"xUL style-'margin-right:30px;">
cLI>We respect the land on which we live, the air we breathe, and the water that sustains us. We will always preserve their quality
and recognize how irreplaceable they are, not only for us but for all future generations.
cLI>Our goal is to build and manage profitable housing that generates good returns to our investors.
cLI>A good reputation is very hard to come by. We believe that ours is determined by the quality of our buildings, our standards of
integrity and honesty, and our commitment to the well being of our residents.
cLI>We believe in equality of opportunity for all and assistance where needed.
cLI>We believe that the way we treat our residents is returned to us exactly in kind.
cLI>We strive for the confidence and trust of the public, whose support is critical for our success.
cLI>We strive to treat each other in our company as we would want them to treat us, recognizing that our ability to work
harmoniously and efficiently with each other is a cornerstone to our success.
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Mayor's Office Shaken Up Over New LA 
Earthquake Zones
PRESERVE LA / 31 JULY 2017
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(/index.php/los-angeles/13701-mayor-s-office-shaken-up-over-new-la-earthquake-zones)

LOS ANGELES (/INDEX.PHP/LOS-ANGELES)

PROMISED TRANSPARENCY-Mayor Eric Garcetti must end the disarray and 
secrecy surrounding his Open Space plans for Los Angeles in light of new 
earthquake zone maps released last week
(http://www.latimes.com/local/california/la-me-ln-santa-monica-earthquake-fault 
map-20170713-htmlstory.html) that show areas of Palms, Brentwood, Westwood, 
West LA and Pacific Palisades where no new buildings can be constructed, under 
state law.

Mayor Garcetti and City Planning chief Vince Bertoni have, for four months, been blindly pursuing a new Los 

Angeles Open Space Plan - behind closed doors - that is silent on the need to plan for, protect and expand 

Open Space atop the newly-drawn fault lines.

"Los Angeles is years behind such cities as Hayward and San Francisco in planning for inevitable building 

collapses in a major earthquake,” said Coalition to Preserve LA director Jill Stewart.

http://citywatchla.com/index.php/los-angeles/13701-mayor-s-office-shaken-up-over-new-la-earthquake-zones?tmpl=component&print=1&layout=defaul... 1/3

http://www.latimes.com/local/california/la-me-ln-santa-monica-earthquake-fault
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"The city of Signal Hill, just down the road, leads California in creating Open Space along its live earthquake 

fault lines — but Mayor Garcetti and City Planner Bertoni are pursuing a new LA Open Space Plan behind 

closed doors that's glaringly silent on planning for Open Space atop the city's fault lines. And they're 

approving buildings close to the faults.”

8/2/2017 Mayor’s Office Shaken Up Over New LA Earthquake Zones

Many voices, including Preserve LA, the Hillside Federation, LA Tenants Union and more than 20 LA 

Neighborhood Councils have sent letters and emails urging Garcetti and Bertoni to open their closed-door 

shaping of the Open Space Plan to immediate, robust public debate.

Preserve LA Director Jill Stewart said, "We joined together with other groups to force Garcetti and Bertoni to 

open up a single Open Space 'work group' meeting to the public on June 7. It was standing-room-only, with 

deeply concerned LA residents seeking a direct say in expanding and protecting LA's open space."

"But last week, city planner Diane Kitching informed a Coalition member that City Planning has peremptorily 

decided 'there are no more planned' public meetings on howto expand and protect the city's open space," 

Stewart added.

The new maps released by the California Geological Survey should be used by community groups, safety 

organizations and environmental organizations to pressure Garcetti to live up to recent promises about 

opening the doors at City Planning (http://2preservela.org/coalition-to-preserve-la-rent-reform- 

transparency/) to the public.

Here are Mayor Garcetti's unfulfilled "open door" promises made in recent months:

• April 20 - Garcetti's State of the City speech: Garcetti promises that major plans for LA, including the 

General Plan, of which the Open Space Plan is a major element, "won't be written by anonymous 

bureaucrats in backrooms. They will be written by and with the residents of Los Angeles." In fact, the 

public was closed out of key Open Space shaping meetings.

• March 9 - Mayoral Directive 19: Garcetti pledged that within 30 days (i.e. April 9) the city would prepare 

a schedule and program for immediate public review and update of all elements of the General Plan 

and the 35 Community Plans. No public schedule or public review of the General Plan is underway and 

the Open Space Plan ignores earthquake faults as an innovative new element.

• September 2016 - Garcetti, in a letter sent to the Los Angeles Times, vowed to clean up the city's 

Environmental Impact Reports — studies criticized for being written by the developers' consultants, 

who repeatedly fail to protect the public in areas such as determining if a development is threatened by 

an active quake fault.

• Last fall, Garcetti promised that the city itself would "select all consultants." That didn't happen. Instead, 

Garcetti's chief planner Bertoni, pushed for a severely watered-down reform, approved by the City

http://citywatchla.com/index.php/los-angeles/13701-mayor-s-office-shaken-up-over-new-la-earthquake-zones?tmpl=component&print=1&layout=defaul... 2/3
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http://citywatchla.com/index.php/los-angeles/13701-mayor-s-office-shaken-up-over-new-la-earthquake-zones?tmpl=component&print=1&layout=defaul
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Council this year, in which City Planning creates a list of developer consultants — and the developers 

still choose who writes their environmental reports.

"The disarray in Los Angeles City Hall and the Mayor's Office, over how to plan and expand our Open Space, 

particularly around live earthquake faults, is unacceptable,” said Stewart. "When 25 Neighborhood Councils 

and major civic groups demand a place at the table, Mayor Garcetti needs to wake up and open the closed 

doors."

(Coalition to Preserve LA is a citywide movement of concerned residents who believe in open government, 

people-oriented planning, equitable housing and environmental stewardship of Los Angeles through advocacy 

and empowering the community) Prepped for CityWatch by Linda Abrams.

-cw
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1. Name
DeceivedThe Montecito Apartmentshistoric

2T9EFThe Montecito Apartmentsand/or common

2. Location
N/A6650 Franklin Avenuestreet & number not for publication

N/ALos Angelescity, town vicinity of . i-

Los Angeles 03706California code codestate county

3. Classification
Ownership
___ public
X private 

___ both
Public Acquisition
___ in process
___ being consideredX N/A

Category
___ district
X buiiding(s) 

___ structure

Status Present Use
___ agriculture
___ commercial
___ educational
___ entertainment
___ government
___ industrial
__1_ military

___ occupied
unoccupied

___ work in progress
Accessible 
_x yes: restricted 
___yes: unrestricted

___ museum
___ park
___ private residence
___ religious
___ scientific

transportation 
-X, other: TAeant

site
___ object

no

4. Owner off Property
The Montecito Apartments, The General Partnershipname

street & number 9454 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite M-7
Beverly Hills CA 90212U/A vicinity ofcity, town state

5. Location off Legal Description
Los Angeles County Hall of Recordscourthouse, registry of deeds, etc.

320 West Temple Streetstreet & number

CALos Angelescity, town state

6. Representation in Existing Surveys
(Tax Certification, Part 1, August 8, 1984)

has this property been determined eligible? -X_yes ____NONEtitle no

date federal ___ state __ _ county local

depository for survey records

city, town state i



7. Description
Check one

unaltered 
___ altered

Check one
original site 
moved date

Condition
___ excellent
___ good
X_fair

X X___ deteriorated
___ ruins
___ unexposed

N/A

Doscribe the present and original (if known) physical appearance

The Montecito Apartments, 1861 Cherokee Avenue/ 6650 Franklin 
Avenue, is a ten story and two basement reinforced concrete 
structure. It is built in an essentially square building plan 
with two shallow light courts on the east and west facades, and is 
designed in a manner influenced by the Art Deco/ Zig Zag Moderne 
style with applied Deco and Mayan decorative detailing. It is 
built on a corner downslope lot from Franklin south along 
Cherokee. This lot provides a high degree of visibility for this 
virtually unaltered structure.
The main or entrance facade is 
Avenue. It has 
decorative cast iron, rusticated concrete and marble and black 
glass surround. A highly decorative cast iron canopy with lamps 
is located directly above the entrance and is anchored to the 
facade by bars with turnbuckles. 
street level
rusticated concrete panels set between vertically incised piers 
and flat metal casement windows. Directly above the street level 
windows there are decorative cast Deco panels set as partial 
spandrels. Above these are heavy Mayan pendants 
cast in concrete and anchored to each pier at the second story 
level and extending to the third story level. The facade from the 
third story to the attic level is relatively unadorned with the 
exception of chevrons in the spandrel areas at each floor level. 
All windows are flat metal casements in each of the nine window 
bays which flank a centrally located inset fire stairwell, 
attic area consists of cast decorative concrete utilizing a 
pattern similar to that of the first floor level.

located on Franklin
a double inset bronze doorway with a

The remainder of the Franklin 
frontage is relatively austere, consisting of

The

The east elevation continues the decorative detailing of the north
The downslope lotfrom the first story level to the attic area.

the wall surface of the basement area which
This side has a centrally

flanked by four window bays on each side.
however,exposes,

consists of rusticated cast concrete, 
located shallow light well
Again, the windows are of the flat metal casement type.

The south elevation carries the decorative Mayan detailing of the 
north and east only to the easternmost window bay. The window 
articulation and decorative detailing from the first story level 
to the attic area is, however, similar to that of the north 
elevation. The two basement levels are fully exposed on this 
facade and they consist of a flat wall surface articulated by 
irregularly place! window openings. A sloping driveway runs from 
Cherokee down to the lower basement level where a large garage 
doorway provides access to interior parking.

I
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The west elevation is similar in mass to the east elevation, but 
there are only three window bays located in the principal 
segments as opposed to the four in the eastern elevation, 
wall surfaces are flat and are devoid of decorative detailing from 
the first floor to the attic area where cast decorative panels are 
utilized in a manner similar to each of the other three 
elevations.
rusticated only in the area directly below the northernmost wall 
segment.

wail
The

The basement wall surface is exposed and is

The roof area consists of a centrally located machinery penthouse 
of concrete construction, 
window openings on the east and west elevations and two window 
bays on the north and south, 
carried above the window openings on all elevations and the 
penthouse is capped by a hipped copper and concrete roof. Large

signs are located in the roof parapets on the 
A similar sign is located on the 

machinery penthouse directly below the roofline on the northern 
elevation.

It is rectangular in shape with four
Elaborate cast Deco panels are

ititMontecitoneon
east and south elevations.

The interior of the structure is relatively unaltered. The 
principal areas of interest are the lobby, reception room and 
corridors. Access to the lobby is provided from the Franklin 
Avenue entrance. It consists of a relatively small area adorned 
by cast concrete moldings, Deco columns with both flat and fluted 
surfaces and marble baseboards. The reception room is located to 
the east of the lobby. It is rectangular in configuration with a 
splendid Deco fireplace set into the west wall. The windows have 
decorative surrounds consisting of fluted side moldings with 
scalloped incised molding above. The corridors are decorated by 
simple cast plaster moldings at the ceiling level. Numerous light 
fixtures are located throughout the building. The apartments are 
also relatively unaltered with the exception of minor 
modifications to the bathroom and kitchen areas.
The building grounds consist simply of a pool and parking area. 
The pool, a 1950's addition, is the only major alteration to the 
building complex.
is presently unmaintained and is in poor condition.

Located in the southwest corner of the lot it

In summary, the Montecito is an excellent example of the Deco 
style as utilized in apartment house design in Southern 
California. Furthermore, its unaltered condition and high 
visibility serve to make this building a landmark in the Hollywood 
area.

3



8. Significance
Areas of Significance—Check and justify below
___ archeology-prehistoric ____community planning
___ archeology-historic
___ agriculture

Period
___ prehistoric
___ 1400-1499
___ 1500-1599
___ 1600-1699 X architecture
___ 1700-1799

landscape architecture___ religion
___ science
___ sculpture
___ social/

humanitarian
___ theater
___ transportation
___ other (specify)

conservation law
___ economics
___ education
___ engineering
___ exploration/settlement
___ industry
___ invention

___ literature
___ military
___ music
___ philosophy
___ politics/government

art
__ 1800-1899
X_ 1900-

___ commerce
___ communications

Baruch/ Miller1930-1931 Builder/ArchitectSpecific dates

Statement of Significance (in one paragraph)

of the finest examples of Art Deco styling
It is

The Montecito Apartments is one 
with Mayan detailing in the Hollywood area, 
significant for its architectural quality and integrity, and 
remains virtually unaltered, 
situated on a hillside two blocks north of Hollywood Boulevard, 
and is highly visible from this well traveled thoroughfare. 
Montecito Apartments has long served the Hollywood community as a 
visually pleasing local landmark, and is compatible in period,

arbv commercial structures on Hollywoodtn its overscaled signage, is an integral component

The structure is prominently
The

style and scale with 
Boulevard. neThe edifice, wi 
of the Hollywood skyline*

The Montecito Apartments is the finest extant 
work designed by the notable Los Angeles architect Marcus P. 
Miller. The structure was one of only a few apartment buildings 
in the Los Angeles area which reached the height limit imposed for 
earthquake safety. The Montecito Apartments has been regard ed as 
one of Hollywood's finest apartment buildings since construction 
was completed in 1931. 
article in the Arrowhead

It was the illustrated subject of an
____________  in June 1934 which stated that

"Towering above the trees at the foothills the Montecito 
Apartments furnish an example of the fineness of Hollywood's 
living accommodations."1 It served the motion picture industry 
during its peak production years by providing accommodations for 
the vast influx of workers and artists associated with film 
making.

The Montecito Apartments was built as a commercial venture by The 
Cherokee Properties, Ltd.
Miller was commissioned to design the structure. Architect Miller 
is best known for his design of the Darkroom Camera Shop 
storefront; the unique entrance area is constructed in the shape 
of a giant camera. The H.M. Baruch Corporation was contracted to 
erect the edifice at an estimated cost of $275,000. 
substantial sum for an apartment building in Los Angeles during 
this period. Herbert M. Baruch was one of Los Angeles' 
prominent builders in the late 1920's and early 1930's. A hiah 
level of craftsmanship can be seen in his other works determined to be 
eligible to the National Register, including: the Garfield
Building, the William Fox Building, and the Sun Realty Building.

Los Angeles architect Marcus P.The

This was a
most

1 "Glaiorous Hollywood" Ib§_Arrgwhgad_Ma3azinej. (June 1734)> p. 25.
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10. Geographical Data
0.77 acreAcreage of nominated property 
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December 7, 1984Roger G. Hatheway & Assoc. dateorganization

(714) 472-864825283 Cabot Road #218 telephonestreet & number

California 92653Laguna Hillscity or town State

12. State Historic Preservation Officer Certification
The evaluated significance of this property within the state is:

X localnational ___ state
As the designated State Historic Preservation Officer for the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89
665), I hereby nominate this property for inclusion in the National Register and certify that it has been evaluated 
according to the criteria and procedures set forth by the National Park Service.

Kathryn GualtieriState Historic Preservation Officer signature

datetitle State Historic.Preservation f icer
For NP8 use only 
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Construction was begun on November 26, 1930 and was completed the 
following year.2 Exterior and interior wall construction is 
reinforced concrete throughout. "Exterior ornament (is) cast 
integrally with the walls through the use of waste moulds."3 
Interior construction also incorporates tile partitions and 
plaster walls and ceilings. Cement flooring was incorporated 
throughout, and in addition, the bathroom floors were covered with 
decorative tile. Composition roofing was applied to the concrete 
roof, and the concrete penthouse roof was sheathed in copper. A 
semi-public swimming pool was constructed in 1956 to the southwest 
of the main structure. Construction of the pool cost $3,900.
In summary, the Montecito Apartments is architecturally 
significant as one of the finest examples of the Deco style with 
Mayan influence detailing in the Hollywood area. Furthermore, it 
is significant for its architectural quality and integrity, as one of 
the finest extant works of the architect, Marcus P. Miller. The 
edifice of the Montecito is an integral component of the Hollywood 
skyline, and has long served the Hollywood community as a local 
landmark, contributing to the unique sense of time and place of 
the surrounding area.

o ■
Los Angeles City Dept. of Building and Safety. Building permit #26346) issued November 26> 1730.

^ "Portland Cement Association (advertisement))
(September 1933).

Ib§.Arch]tect_and_En3ineer2 Vol. CXIV No. 3

r
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itGlamorous Hollywood" The Arrowhead Magazine (June 1934), p. 25.
Los Angeles City Dept, of Building and Safety. 

#28346, issued November 26, 1930.
Building permit

Los Angeles City Dept, of Building and Safety. 
#459 issued January 8, 1931.

Building permit

Los Angeles City Dept, of Building and Safety. 
#42192 issued April 19, 1956.

Building permit

itPortland Cement Association (advertisement),
Engineer. Vol. CXIV No. 3 (September 1933).

The Architect andfl
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Connect 
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S Collaborate Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Environmental case No ENV-2017 1504-SCEA

Gudi <twogudi@yahoo.com>
To: "jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org" <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Tue, May 8, 2018 at 8:24 PM

I am against having The Montecito property become part of a 
traffic nightmare in Hollywood for two years. For what? the end 
result will be more boxes squezed together for too many people 
in too little space.

The current 10-story beautiful building with a nice touch of a 
ground-level trees and parking lot at the bottom of a small hill 
seems to use the property just fine.

At 118 units it appears to do quite well in accommodating a good 
number of people.

On the other hand, what kind of torture will this older people 
have to endure as they have to live every day with the 
construction right under their noses and in their lungs.

Have some sense. Consider quality of life.

Please do not permit this project to go forward.

thank you for the attention to this matter.

From: Gudiela Weisberg

6650 Franklin Ave, Apt 502. Hollywood CA 90028

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:twogudi@yahoo.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
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S Collaborate Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Oppose Montecito II....ENV-2017-1504-SCEA..For city file
1 message

poonsy6603@aol. com < poonsy6603@aol. com> 
To: jenna.montemosa@lacity.org

Mon, May 7, 2018 at 4:04 PM

Dear Ms. Monterrosa,

We are neighborhood residents and we are opposed to the Montecito II project... 
6650-6668 Franklin Ave.

We feel this project must have a lull EIR due to the EQ fault line dangers confirmed by state 
geologists

Another reason for an EIR is the traffic issues have been downplayed and have not been 
addressed thoroughly or fully.

The traffic report is from a 2016 survey. It should be currently surveyed, in 2018, and should 
be a CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC SURVEY, since there are many new projects in the area 
adding more traffic every day, and it should include a CALTRANS survey since Montecito II 
project is on Franklin Ave. between 101 freeway at Cahuenga and Highland Ave.

This project could jeopardize the health and safety of the seniors living in the Montecito 
building.

Since this active EQ fault line mapped by state geologists, and confirmed active when they 
traveled from Sacramento and held press conferences warning the city of the dangers of this 
Hollywood fault, and again in conversations with them through the project presentations, 
they again confirmed it to be active and not a safe building site, I feel the city must not 
approve this project.

This is the same EQ fault line that the state geologists were referring to on their visit to 
Hollywood:
"We feel very confident..we're very confident it's there," Parrish told reporters.."Surface rupture 
is very dangerous. In fact, it's calamitous to structures that are built across the surface trace 
of an active fault."
State Geologist Dr. John Parrish....

STATE MAP SHOWS ACTIVE FAULT LINE 
http: Ilabel, com/news/map-shows-fault-li ne

"It has the potential to rupture sometime in the future, .the best thing to do is stay off the 
trace.." State Geologist Tim McCrink

MASSIVE HOLLYWOOD PROJECT SITS ATOP QUAKE FAULT, CALIFORNIA SAYS 
http://wwwlatimes. com/local/lanovVla-meJn-hollywod-fault-map-20141106-story, html

“Our conclusion from the data is that there is an active fault, and it does run right along the 
course that’s right along the map,” state geologist John Parrish said.

NEW STATE FAULT MAPS SHOW HIGHER EARTHQUAKE RISKS IN HOLLYWOOD 
http://articles.latimes.com/2014/jan/08/local/la-me-0109-hollywood-fault-20140109

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:jenna.montemosa@lacity.org
http://wwwlatimes
http://articles.latimes.com/2014/jan/08/local/la-me-0109-hollywood-fault-20140109


State geologist John Parrish:

"We feel very confident about where we drew that line, within a 50-foot accuracy back and 
forth..we're very confident it's there," Parrish told reporters at a downtown Los Angeles news 
conference.

"Surface rupture is very dangerous. In fact, it's calamitous to structures that are built across 
the surface trace of an active fault."

The beautiful Montecito building, a 1931 Art Deco, is on the 
National and California Register of Historic Resources and it 
too could be compromised, or destroyed with a new building so 
close to it on this fault line..

The ’Montecito IT Project plans:
-To add a 6-story unadorned apartment building with 68 units. 
-To remove 50% of the surface parking lot.
-To remove the entire TWENTY SEVEN PLUS TREES, 
GARDENS and PARK on the west side (see photos below)
-To take at least 2 years to build.
-To integrate this project with the existing building re-naming all 
’The Montecito’.

The plan uses multiple variances, exceptions, reductions of 
setbacks, and “in lieu ofs” in order to squeeze the proposed 
project onto the property.

The site of the proposed construction is mapped by the State 
Geologist as an Alquist Priolo earthquake fault zone and a 
liquefaction zone....a fact that has been conveniently ignored at 
multiple levels.

Part of a first floor west exterior of the Montecito Landmark 
wall, and parts, or all, of at least two existing units will be 
demolished to accommodate a physical 25 ft. connection 
between the two buildings.

According to filings it is reported that only 3 units will be paid to 
be relocated during construction.
This means that 113 units of seniors, with multiple medical 
conditions, will now have to attempt to live through the mess.



Fifty seven new parking spaces will be added in two subterranean 
parking floors.
Twenty three merely replace the ones removed from the surface 
lot, for a net of 34 spaces for 68 units.
Combining existing parking with new, will mean 104 spaces for 
184 units.
Plus over 60 bicycle parking spaces.

The proposal would put the new construction just 25 ft. from 
many residents in the current building and less than that from a 
senior center and a pre-school.

All equipment and material will be stored on-site.
Current parking will be unavailable during construction, even 
pick up / drop off will be hard due to all the construction 
activity.

The ’Montecito IT expansion is a new ’Sustainable Communities 
Environmental Assessment’ (SCEA) project, notable because it is 
one of the first projects to go through the SCEA process in the 
City of Los Angeles.

SCEA streamlines or eliminates some of the CEQA processes if 
a project meets transportation strategies.

This project should NOT be streamlined.

Destruction of Montecito’s west side Park, with about 22 trees, 
replacing it with another building smack up against this beautiful 
landmark should not be approved.

The Montecito Senior residents don’t want this project, nor does 
the community.
Please do not approve this project.

Sincerely,
Jim & Ann Geoghan
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'Montecito II'..
West side of The Montecito landmark will replace Montecito Park
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Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Montecito II project....ENV-2017-1504-SCEA
2 messages

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org

Mon, May 7, 2018 at 3:20 PM

Dear Ms. Monterrosa,

Please submit to the city file...

Thank you for the opportunity to address issues and unresolved problems with the Montecito II project.

I oppose this project.

After many community meetings, it was quite disheartening witnessing the fears, the needs and wants of the Montecito 
Senior Community being dismissed at every meeting.

We community stakeholders learned that the majority of the Montecito Seniors are opposed to this project, yet feared 
retaliation and potential loss of their residences by the owner/developer if they overtly spoke out against the new 
Montecito II project at meetings.
Even a 'petition signing action' opposing the project that had been considered had to be scrapped, since the Seniors were 
too frightened to even sign a petition.

Other residents have a variety of illnesses that made it impossible to physically participate in meetings or even submitting 
comments.
And on those residents, the stress has taken it's toll.

Many of these seniors have enjoyed, through the years, the beautiful Montecito Park, used as healing therapy fer many 
and the developer's plan fer the destruction of this beautiful 'open space' with about 22 beautiful trees, and replacing it 
with another building, attached to and blocking the whole west side of this beautiful treasure, the National Historic 
Register Montecito landmark, has caused much angst and heartbreak, among the seniors and the residents of the area.. 
More than one senior had to drop out of participating in this battle due to illness, most likely caused by the stress of it..

A handful of courageous seniors actively participated at meetings, offered input, requested changes in height, in density, 
requested saving the park, and not replacing it with the rooftop deck project presenters considered a viable 'open space' 
replacement fer the loss of the beautiful Park and Twenty Two trees, which I believe goes against the Hollywood 
Community Plan open space element..

One courageous pro active Montecito Senior resident actually brought flowers, cuttings, nest and birds egg from the 
beloved Montecito Park that she actively planted in until she had a massive stroke that took her life.

She was part of the pro active Seniors pouring over project plans, documents, and papers, concerned about the loss of 
their beloved Montecito Park, that she was still planting in until her massive stroke,

She was concerned about the danger warnings from the State Geologist of building on what the state confirmed is an 
active Earthquake Fault Line, so close to where the Seniors reside, concerned building on the active EQ fault line would 
compromise the beautiful landmark building, which the State Geologist said could collapse even before the new building 
started construction due to the type of fault line it is, shifting could occur, and risk the lives of all those who reside in it.

She was concerned about attaching another building to the Montecito landmark building, and that would also place the 
Montecito landmark building in danger, and compromise the beautiful landmark building.

She was concerned about giving such easy access to the new Montecito II residents to the original Montecito landmark 
building with many Senior residents vulnerable, due to health issues such as heart problems and dementia.

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:nyc.bill@aol.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org


This project, this battle to try and stop Montecito II from being approved, from destroying, demolishing, the beautiful 
Montecito Park, took it's toll on her.
Her family expressed that the stress of this battle contributed to her demise.

I submit my comments to honor her, to honor her memory and to honor all the work she did to try and make the 
developer and reps, the powerful and wealthy, listen.... the developer that contributed generously to the councilmember 
and other city politicos campaigns for years, to help push this potentially dangerous project through, and even worse, to 
streamline the process for a project that should require an EIR and go through every environmental test there is, due to 
the dangers of the project and the seniors with illnesses living there..

I submit my comments in her honor due to the frustrations and disappointments she and the other pro active Seniors had 
over the lack of support from the Hollywood preservation organization that so actively works to preserve historic 
resources and treasures, but on this project remained silent, due to the fact that the consulting firm hired by the 
developer is owned by the preservation organization founder and board member.

I submit my comments in her honor, due to the frustrations and disappointment that other groups, who in the beginning 
joined Montecito Seniors in opposing this project, until the developer threw money at them and they then supported the 
project and claimed the project is wonderful.

One such group, the back side of the school that took the money, abuts the Montecito II project, and their school children 
became ill from the other controversial streamlined Highland/Franklin project construction, also on the EQ fault line, 
across from the front of the school, is on city owned property, parks and rec, but since the area councilmember is head of 
parks and rec it's probably fine that a city owned property have joined him in receiving funding from this developer.

I submit my comments in her honor because I have never seen any group so abused (only a handful of residents will be 
moved during construction and the developer will not give relocation foes..'not in the budget'..while two years of intrusive 
and to some of them, frightening construction will go on outside their windows, and they have anxieties over, due to 
illnesses), so ignored and dismissed, so left on their own, and so powerless, as this group of Montecito Seniors and yet 
they persevere attempting to stop a project they foar will place their lives at risk, and to save their beautiful park from 
destruction and replaced with yet another building, blocking out the whole west side of the stunning art decco historic 
landmark building they call home.

If any project should REQUIRE an EIR, it's this one.

If any project should NOT be streamlined, but be REQUIRED to go through regular procedures and processes, due to the 
age and vulnerability of the Monetcito Senior Residents, the EQ Fault Line, the Traffic Issues in the area, it's this one.

Since The Montecito received FEDERAL (taxpayer) Funding., subsidies, developer renovation bonuses and wavers 
through the years, section 8 federal funding, HUD, CRA, etc. this project warrants much more transparency, public input, 
and federal/govemment awareness, especially with a new project attached to it, planned to be built on a dangerous EQ 
fault line building site, possibly threatening the historic building..
There needs to be reviews by the appropriate FEDERAL agencies.

TRAFFIC:
This stretch of Franklin Ave. is a corridor carrying traffic to and from 101 entrances and exits on both Highland and 
Cahuenga Aves.
It's in the middle of all the traffic and gridlock caused by Hollywood Bowl traffic.
The traffic report is not adequate.

LADOT study is an indequate study.

It must be a CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC STUDY

The study is OLD., from May, 2016.

It must be REDONE, studying CURRENT 2018 CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC.

Caltrans should also have the opportunity to do a cumulative traffic study due to the closeness of the 101 freeway 
entrances and exits.



There needs to be a 2018 CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC STUDY, studying ALL THE ADDITIONAL PROJECTS in the area.

Highland and Franklin is one of the worst intersections in the city.
Traffic on Franklin backs up from Highland for three-four blocks east to Cahuenga, cars not able to turn onto or cross 
Highland for three, four, five light changes.
Same at Wilcox and Franklin

Area projects:
Highland and Franklin..highrise project

Franklin and Grace...highrise project

Las Palmas below Franklin..many new highrise projects ..Las Palmas backs up in gridlock for three blocks ..from 
Hollywood Blvd. to

Franklin Ave.for many light changes.

Cherokee below Franklin..a hotel conversion project from a residential building

Whitley Ave. above Franklin..numerous highrises proposed.

Wilcox Ave. above Franklin..Caliber Collision Hotel

Wilcox Ave. below Franklin...another hotel being built.

ACTIVE EARTHQUAKE FAULT LINE:

Every area resident/stakeholder and Montecito resident that spoke to the state geologist received the same information 
and response. The building site is NOT safe.
The EQ fault is ACTIVE, and no one should build there.
It does not matter if the fault is at the south end, the north end, whatever end.
The shifting that may occur with this particular fault line could cause loss of life.

The city was not satisifed with the developer consultants EQ study yet they green lit this projectA 
THIS WARRANTS AN EIR......NOTA STREAMLINED PROCESS

We were told developers hire consultants, they find a spot that appears safe, they claim the site is safe. 
ITS NOT

Stakeholders were also told just digging around, before construction even begins could cause shifting that could cause 
destruction to the landmark building.

THIS more than anything warrants additional outside seismic testing and should REQUIRE an EIR...certainly NOT a 
streamlined process

If the developer signs a liability contract, as the state geologist explained, to get the city to allow this project, the city or 
state, and in this case the federal government, needs to do due diligence, needs to do all they can, in order to protect 
the lives of those living in the Montecito landmark building so close to the proposed project.

Lucy Jones has warned us, it isn't a matter of IF but of WHEN. 
Is this city willing to risk vulnerable Senior lives for this project?

Developers consultant:

"While the area explored in our study is not subject to the hazard of surface faulting, a future earthquake on 
the Hollywood or Santa Monica fault zones will likely produce very strong, near-field ground motions at the 
project site that could possibly exceed the provisions set forth in the current building codes.



LIMITATIONS... The conclusions and recommendations presented herein are the results of an inherently limited 
scope. Specifically, the scope of services consisted of an assessment of whether or not active faults are 
present within the area explored at the site. The conclusions and recommendations contained in this report are 
professional opinions derived in accordance with current standards of professional practice.

No warranty is expressed or implied.

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of CLIENT and applies only to the proposed construction located at 
6650 and 6668 Franklin Avenue and 1850 Cherokee Court in the City of Los Angeles, California. In the event that 
significant changes in the construction plans should occur, the conclusions and recommendations contained in this 
report shall not be considered valid...."

Does this report give anyone confidence this is safe project? 
'NO WARRANTY IS EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED'

Please please please consider all the lives placed at risk, think of the potential loss of a stunning National Historic 
Landmark, and a beautiful Natural Sanctuary, including at least TWENTY TWO TREES and a BEAUTIFUL PARK 
destroyed, if this project is approved.

The developer must find another spot for this project.
To block out a National Historic Landmark from view, to block out all the west facing resident's windows with another no 
character block building, to destroy the beautiful sanctuary open space park with at least 22 trees, to attach a new 
building to the original landmark building and claim a rooftop deck is a good substitute for an Open Space PARK, to 
place lives at risk, building on an active EQ fault line, is beyond greed..
It's criminal.

Thank you, 
William A. Miller

25 Year Hollywood Resident

"In 1985, the building was listed on the National Register of Historic Places.
The Montecito has been described as 'one of the finest examples of the Art Deco style, with Mayan influence detailing. 
It is also significant for it's architectural quality and integrity and as the finest extant work of architect Marcus P. Miller”

https://en.rn.wikipedia.org/wiki/Montecito_Apartments
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West side of The Montecito landmark will replace Montecito Park

https://en.rn.wikipedia.org/wiki/Montecito_Apartments

https://en.rn.wikipedia.org/wiki/Montecito_Apartments


ri ^ %
U 0 V.
IFrr "

rr ri^

rS--S>'
m ii n i

* 11 F 
rrrf

gS|M

Wf&M
M ^ *

& ^r rr m
? t \lM

Montecito Apts, 2008

A ►

Jenna Monterrosa cjenna.montemosa@lacity.org> 
To: Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com>

Thu, May 10, 2018 at 3:20 PM

Thank you for your comments Bill. They will be added to the project's file.

Best,
Jenna
[Quoted text hidden]

Jenna Monterrosa
City Planner
Department of City Planning,
Expedited Processing Section
T: (213)978-1377
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

i
(IU. 3*
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mailto:nyc.bill@aol.com


Connect 
^ Create 
I Collaborate

Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

ENV-2017-1504.SCEA 6650-6668 Franklin &1850 Cherokee 90028
1 message

amyg93@aol.com <amyg93@aol.com>
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, mitch.ofarrell@lacity.org

Fri, May 4, 2018 at 6:14 PM

Please, Please,
Not another destruction of a historic building, demolition of trees a park, l_A is just a mish mash of 
nothing that has balance. The foreign money has destroyed our culture and our city. Don't you 
get it, People who visit always remark what has occured with this outrageous development, and 
people lying in the street.
there is not an area that has not been hit and yet all the homeless. This is a sin, and I am not 
a religious person, but if there is sins, this is a venial one.

Subjecting a whole city non stop to all this construction, Do you not know there is a health issue. 
Subjecting old and young to all the toxins that we are all breathing, for developers to make more 
money and use our city as a spring board.

Please stop this useless project

Amy Galaudet 
Thomas Challener 
our family we all vate,

Amy Galaudet 
Artist, Poet, Activist
www.amygalaudet.com

Take not the most trodden path, make your own path, and leave a trail
"Emerson"

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:amyg93@aol.com
mailto:amyg93@aol.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:mitch.ofarrell@lacity.org
http://www.amygalaudet.com
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Montecito II Senior Housing Project, Case No: ENV-2017-1504-SCEA, OPPOSE
2 messages

Fri, May 4, 2018 at 10:44 AMCasey Maddren <cmaddren@gmail.com>
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, Dan Halden <daniel.halden@lacity.org>, CASEY.JENSEN@lacity.org

UN4LA

United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles

www.un4la.com

May 4, 2018

Jenna Monterrosa 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Montecito II Senior Housing Project, OPPOSE 
Case No: ENV-2Q17-1504-SCEA
Re:

Dear Ms. Monterrosa,

United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles (UN4LA) is writing to voice its opposition to the proposed Montecito II 
Senior Housing Project. While we understand the need for senior housing, and appreciate Thomas Safran 
& Associates efforts along those lines, there are a number of aspects of this project that are troubling. We 
do not believe the potential benefits provided by this project outweigh the risks and the negative impacts.

These are our objections:

Hollywood Fault Line
Feffer Geological Consulting's conclusion that the segment of the Hollywood Fault which lies beneath the 
site is not active does not concur with the conclusion reached by the California Geological Survey. In Fault 
Evaluation Report 253, Supplement No. 1, The Hollywood Fault, dated November 5, 2014, CGS has this to 
say in Discussion of Segment 2 on page 27....

mailto:cjenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:cmaddren@gmail.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:daniel.halden@lacity.org
mailto:CASEY.JENSEN@lacity.org
http://www.un4la.com


m
Summation: ■ = ■
The Hollywood fault in segment 2 appears to include a northern and a southern trace and a number of other 
minor faults and folds. Some faults within this zone mav not be recently active, but the two main strands are hH 
“sufficiently active and well defined”so that an official Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone should be 
established to ensure that active fault strands mav be identified and avoided in the course of future 
development. [Underline added.] V

Interestingly, in a letter from LADBS to Thomas Safran and Associates dated October 3, 2016, LADBS 
accepts Feffer's conclusion at face value.

The consultants identified two faults crossing the subject site, which they interpret as inactive.

It is surprising that the author of the letter simply accepts Feffer's conclusion with no further discussion of 
the site's geology. It is even more surprising when we compare this letter to another written by LADBS less 
than two years before. We would like to cite the Geology and Soils Report Correction Letter from LADBS 
dated December 12, 2014, page 2, regarding the project at 1840 Highland.

Previous geologic investigations established that several fault splays of the Hollywood Fault are present 
along the northerly edge of the site. The consultants recommend an "Exclusion Zone" at the northern part of 
the site where no structure for human occupancy shall be constructed.

The 1840 Highland site is less than one block away from the site of the proposed Montecito II. In fact, the 
distance between the two appears to be about 300 feet. When considering 1840 Highland in 2014, LADBS 
accepted the consultant's conclusion that "no structure for human occupancy" should be constructed on the 
part of the site that runs along Franklin. How then, in 2016, can LADBS dismiss concerns about seismic 
activity on a parcel less than 300 feet away, also on Franklin? Especially since Feffer's conclusions clearly 
conflict with those reported by CGS for this segment of the fault in FER 253?

Tree Removal
We are also concerned about the removal of 27 trees from the site. LA's tree canopy is shrinking. In part 
this is due to the drought, and in part due to the presence of the shot-hole borer beetle. But it is also due 
to the fact that the City's current system of requiring replacements for trees that are removed has 
been a failure, since the Urban Forestry Division currently has no staff to plant replacements, with 
the result that scores of trees are sitting in storage. It is hard to believe that the proposed in-lieu 
replacement fee will work any better, since the City has failed to do an inventory of available sites 
for tree planting.

The removal of these 27 trees conflicts with the City's stated goal of maintaining and enhancing our tree 
canopy.

Open Space
The loss of open space is also a problem. The project increases the number of residents on-site, and at the 
same time reduces the amount of available open space. In a senior housing facility, it is likely that many 
residents will have limited mobility, which means taking a walk in the surrounding neighborhood is not an 
option. The high crime rate in Hollywood also makes this problematic for seniors, who are especially 
vulnerable. We believe that increasing the resident population while decreasing open space will 
result in a significant decline in quality of life for those who live at the Montecito.

Impacts to Historic Structure



\
It Is worrisome that the developer also plans to make alterations to this historic structure. While the 
developer downplays the modifications, we are concerned that they could be used in the future as 
justification for downgrading the Montecito's status as a historic landmark. HCM status is contingent on 
preservation of a building's structural and design integrity. We oppose any physical changes to 
this important landmark.

For these reasons, we oppose the construction of the proposed Montecito II.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
Casey Maddren, President
United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles

fiq UN4LA Ltr Montecito 180504 FINAL.pdf
U 90K

Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org> 
To: Casey Jensen <casey.jensen@iacity.org>

4, 2018 at 12:50 PMFri,

Good afternoon Casey.

I hope you're doing well. I wanted to follow up this email and see if you had some time next week to discuss the report.

Thank you!
Jenna
[Quoted text hidden]

-"I UN4LA Ltr Montecito 180504 FINAL.pdf
^ 90K
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United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles

www.un4la.com

May 4, 2018

Jenna Monterrosa 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Montecito II Senior Housing Project, OPPOSE 
ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

Re:
Case No:

Dear Ms. Monterrosa,

United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles (UN4LA) is writing to voice its opposition to the 
proposed Montecito II Senior Housing Project. While we understand the need for senior 
housing, and appreciate Thomas Safran & Associates efforts along those lines, there are a 
number of aspects of this project that are troubling. We do not believe the potential benefits 
provided by this project outweigh the risks and the negative impacts.

These are our objections:

Hollywood Fault Line
Feffer Geological Consulting's conclusion that the segment of the Hollywood Fault which lies 
beneath the site is not active does not concur with the conclusion reached by the California 
Geological Survey. In Fault Evaluation Report 253, Supplement No. 1, The Hollywood Fault, 
dated November 5, 2014, CGS has this to say in Discussion of Segment 2 on page 27....

http://www.un4la.com


Summation:
The Hollywood fault in segment 2 appears to include a northern and a southern trace and a 
number of other minor faults and folds. Some faults within this zone may not be recently active, 
but the two main strands are “sufficiently active and well defined” so that an official 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone should be established to ensure that active fault strands 
mav be identified and avoided in the course of future development. [Underline added.]

Interestingly, in a letter from LADBS to Thomas Safran and Associates dated October 3, 2016, 
LADBS accepts Feffer's conclusion at face value.

The consultants identified two faults crossing the subject site, which they interpret as inactive.

It is surprising that the author of the letter simply accepts Feffer's conclusion with no further 
discussion of the site's geology. It is even more surprising when we compare this letter to 
another written by LADBS less than two years before. We would like to cite the Geology and 
Soils Report Correction Letter from LADBS dated December 12, 2014, page 2, regarding the 
project at 1840 Highland.

Previous geologic investigations established that several fault splays of the Hollywood Fault are 
present along the northerly edge of the site. The consultants recommend an "Exclusion Zone" 
at the northern part of the site where no structure for human occupancy shall be constructed.

The 1840 Highland site is less than one block away from the site of the proposed Montecito II. 
In fact, the distance between the two appears to be about 300 feet. When considering 1840 
Highland in 2014, LADBS accepted the consultant's conclusion that "no structure for human 
occupancy" should be constructed on the part of the site that runs along Franklin. How then, in 
2016, can LADBS dismiss concerns about seismic activity on a parcel less than 300 feet away, 
also on Franklin? Especially since Feffer's conclusions clearly conflict with those reported by 
CGS for this segment of the fault in FER 253?

Tree Removal
We are also concerned about the removal of 27 trees from the site. LA's tree canopy is 
shrinking. In part this is due to the drought, and in part due to the presence of the shot-hole 
borer beetle. But it is also due to the fact that the City's current system of requiring 
replacements for trees that are removed has been a failure, since the Urban Forestry 
Division currently has no staff to plant replacements, with the result that scores of trees 
are sitting in storage. It is hard to believe that the proposed in-lieu replacement fee will 
work any better, since the City has failed to do an inventory of available sites for tree 
planting.

The removal of these 27 trees conflicts with the City's stated goal of maintaining and enhancing 
our tree canopy.



Open Space
The loss of open space is also a problem. The project increases the number of residents 
on-site, and at the same time reduces the amount of available open space. In a senior housing 
facility, it is likely that many residents will have limited mobility, which means taking a walk in the 
surrounding neighborhood is not an option. The high crime rate in Hollywood also makes this 
problematic for seniors, who are especially vulnerable. We believe that increasing the 
resident population while decreasing open space will result in a significant decline in 
quality of life for those who live at the Montecito.

Impacts to Historic Structure
It is worrisome that the developer also plans to make alterations to this historic structure. While 
the developer downplays the modifications, we are concerned that they could be used in the 
future as justification for downgrading the Montecito's status as a historic landmark. HCM
status is contingent on preservation of a building's structural and design integrity. We 
oppose any physical changes to this important landmark.

For these reasons, we oppose the construction of the proposed Montecito II.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
Casey Maddren, President
United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles



ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

May 4, 2018

TO: Jenna Monterrosa 
City of Los Angeles 
Department 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1377 
Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org 
Via Email

ity Planning

FROM: Kathleen Larsen 
P.O. BOX74458 
Los Angeles, CA 90004-0458 
(213) 321-5873 
kalert.fin@vahoo.com

CASE NO.: ENV-2017-1504-SCEA 
Montecito II
Thomas Safran and Associates

Although safe affordable senior housing is seriously needed, the proposed Montecito II Project is a big 

gamble that is not worth the risk. The proposed project fails all concerned: owner / developer, with 

opportunity lost on more productive ventures, frazzled current residents, hemmed-in future occupants, 

neighbors deprived of the peaceful respite of a greenhouse gas reducing mini urban forest, and the City 

of Los Angeles blamed for all the failures.

It would exhibit tremendous foresight, applying current laws, for the City of Los Angeles and the 

Department of City Planning to realize that the Montecito property is a poor choice for FURTHER 

development. The property has already had almost nine decades as a productive stellar residential 

landmark. The property literally has no room for an additional 68 units.

The recent law promoting "fast-tracking" of housing developments, as represented by the Sustainable 

Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA), demonstrates its weakness when applied to the 

complex property of the Montecito. Being on the State Geologist's mapped sites of an earthquake fault 

zone, as well as inclusion in a liquefaction zone, seems to disqualify use of the SCEA, in favor of the more 

rigorous Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Safety demands a more thorough investigation of hazards 

by experts free of conflict of interest.

"Project Description" in the SCEA notes: "No demolition is proposed to the existing building". Yet two 

sentences later the SCEA states: "Building A (current building) and Building B (proposed project) would 

be PHYSICALLY CONNECTED BY A NEW COMMON LOBBY..." Keep in mind that three sentences prior, 

the SCEA points out: "The Montecito (Building A)...is a registered National and California Historic 

Resource (1985)". The "detail" demanded by an EIR could add more clarity. Seems like projects 

qualifying for an SCEA wouldn't have such open questions about what is proposed to be done to a
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historic building. Appears there's strong evidence that the proposed project should have an EIR to 

examine, document, and evaluate what's planned. Looks like use of the SCEA should be disqualified.

It seems that no one has noticed the huge elephant in the room with the Montecito II Project: there is 

too little space to build the proposed project while 10-stories of vulnerable seniors live on-site during 

the two-year construction period. The concern goes beyond mere inconvenience. More attention is 

given construction worker wages in the SCEA than the health, safety, and well-being of at-risk seniors.

Of course, one could counter that it is not the job of the SCEA to address that issue. Exactly. What's 

needed is an EIR, not the inadequate SCEA. Perhaps the various Federal, California, and Los Angeles 

City agencies dealing with senior living facilities, Section 8, Veterans, etc. could become involved, too. It 

is quite costly to government when low income "independent living" seniors are unnecessarily exposed 

to conditions that could result in them needing more expensive care in "assisted living" - or worse.

Population of the 10-story Montecito will be about 120 during the 2-year construction period. The SCEA 

has 118 units listed. From drawings of plans, discussion sessions, and informal conversations, it appears 

that a total of 3 units will have compensated relocation during construction. So there will be 115 units 

occupied (118-3=115).

Remember, construction is going on in the proposed Building B, except, of course, for the contribution 

by Building A of part of its west exterior wall, so it can be PHYSICALLY CONNECTED to Building B by a 

new common lobby. Building A will also be affected by the loss of two of its three pedestrian exit doors: 

the garden door is lost because the garden and its 27 mature trees will be obliterated to make room for 

part of Building B; the back door is lost because the surface parking will be deeply excavated to create 

space for subterranean parking and the remaining portion of Building B.

The SCEA doesn't address how for 2 years the 120 elderly residents will be able to safely exit the 

building. That's not the concern of the SCEA. However, it seems reasonable to want to know if there is 

an insurmountable safety obstacle before the owner / developer heavily invests in a project that will be 

impossible to complete. To assume away such an obstacle could end up being embarrassing and 

bankrupting.

Next, look at the remaining portion of the surface parking lot, containing the property's sole driveway 

on south sloping Cherokee Avenue, which will be blocked with construction trailers, equipment, 

material, and Porta potties, etc. For 2 years, how are the elderly residents in the current underground 

parking going to be able to get in and out with the driveway blocked?

Maybe such a problem could be assumed away. After all, how much travel would the elderly actually 

do? According to the SCEA, which had to answer just such a question for the proposed 68 units, the 

elderly would make 3.44 trips per unit per day. That is built on 50% inbound / 50% outbound. So, the 

new units would generate 234 daily trips (68 x 3.44 =234).
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If the Daily Trip Rate of 3.44 trips / unit is applied to the 115 units occupied during construction, it 

means that there will be 396 daily trips (115 x 3.44 = 396). If a conservative 6-day week is used, that 

translates into about 2,400 trips per week during construction (396 x 6 = 2,376).

Trip generation estimates are based on formulas published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers 

(ITE), TRIP GENERATION, 9th Edition, 2012. The project's transportation impact analysis was prepared by 

Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers, dated October 20, 2016, and reviewed on January 26, 2017 by the 

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (DOT). In that report, Attachment 3, Trip Generation 

Table, Footnote 3, gave the Daily Trip Rate of 3.44 trips/unit, 50 % inbound /50% outbound for Senior 

Adult Housing (ITE Land Use Code 252). *

The problem is the SCEA's only chore was to look at what the proposed future 68 units would generate. 

The report, with the concurrence of DOT, determined that there would be insignificant impact. There 

was no obligation for the report and the underlying SCEA to look at the effect on current residents. So, 

the coming plight of actual residents was again ignored.

The questions raised above are quite serious for the vulnerable population already living on the 

Montecito property. Unfortunately, they are provided zero protection or even recognition in the SCEA, 

including its supporting documents. Perhaps lawmakers and planners didn't anticipate that a future 

senior housing project would be a potentially lethal threat to the health and safety of current elderly 

residents.

This is not a matter that can be just swept aside. The weakness of the fast-track method is that it merely 

looks at how things will be after the project is magically completed. In the case of the Montecito 

property, with complications of earthquake fault line proximity, liquefaction zone inclusion, and a 

pronounced hillside location, there is the real potential to undermine an existing, elderly occupied 10- 

story building at the already hazardous junction of two narrow, crowded, sloping streets.

The owner / developer needs to seriously consider if the Montecito II, representing a mere 1% of his 

units, is worth the costs in money, reputation, and potential liability that could be quite substantial.

Perhaps the owner / developer, who has done significant due diligence, will save everyone unnecessary 

stress and withdraw the proposed project, transferring that needed expertise to properties that are 

suitable for development, not like the quirky Montecito property.

Please REJECT this SCEA.
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Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

ENV-2017-1504-SCEA - 'MONTECITO II Project' Pis include in the file
1 message

Christine OBrien <hollywoodlandgiftedpark@gmail.com>
To: Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org, councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org

Fri, May 4, 2018 at 12:19 PM

ENV-2017-1504-SCEA - 'MONTECITO II Project' 
6650-6668 Franklin Ave. & 1850 Cherokee Ave. 
LA., Ca. 90028

To Whom This May Concern:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this proposal regarding “The Montecito”, a National Register gem I appreciate the 
developer’s commitment to affordable senior units , a much needed component in our city. I also appreciate the developer’s 
attempt to preserve the character of this unique and irreplaceable site, but I also feel that attempt for preservation of the GEM is 
weak and needs more careful consideration to be executed properly.

Removing the open-space elements of the trees, park like setting associated with the site is contrary to elements in the Hollywood 
Community Plan and the site specific cultural heritage designation. This open space element must be retained at all costs. The 
physical blending of the original historic structure with the new 68 senior units lacks sensitivity to the Montecito’s original design 
elements. These elements need more design continuity.

Because there are a number of federal funding components associated with this project there needs to be approvals and review 
from the associated Federal agencies.

Although this stmcture is privately owned, throughout the years the structure has been given significant government taxpayer 
subsidies either through offset rents, renovation loans, CRA funding, development bonuses/ wavers. That public funding should 
in turn tiggerpublic input, especially with these concerns:

• the open space, trees
• residential parking during the construction phase
• insensitive blending between the original and proposed stmcture

These concerns must be mitigated before any approvals are in place.

Sincerely,

Christine Mills O’Brien 
Hollywoodland Gifted Park

i~*| montecito.pdf
“ 21K
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2811 Westshire Drive 
l_A., CA 90068

ENV-2017-1504-SCEA - 'MONTECITO II Project' 
6650-6668 Franklin Ave. & 1850 Cherokee Ave. 
L.A., Ca. 90028

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this proposal regarding “The Montecito”, a 
National Register gem. I appreciate the developer’s commitment to affordable senior units , a 
much needed component in our city. I also appreciate the developer’s attempt to preserve the 
character of this unique and irreplaceable site, but I also feel that attempt for preservation of 
the GEM is weak and needs more careful consideration to be executed properly.

Removing the open-space elements of the trees, park like setting associated with the site is 
contrary to elements in the Hollywood Community Plan and the site specific cultural heritage 
designation. This open space element must be retained at all costs. The physical blending of 
the original historic structure with the new 68 senior units lacks sensitivity to the Montecito’s 
original design elements. These elements need more design continuity.

Because there are a number of federal funding components associated with this project there 
needs to be approvals and review from the associated Federal agencies.

Although this structure is privately owned, throughout the years the structure has been given 
significant government taxpayer subsidies either through offset rents, renovation loans, CRA 
funding, development bonuses/ wavers. That public funding should in turn tigger public 
input, especially with these concerns:
• the open space, trees
• residential parking during the construction phase
• insensitive blending between the original and proposed structure

These concerns must be mitigated before any approvals are in place.

Sincerely,

Christine Mills O’Brien 
Hollywoodland Gifted Park
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ENV-2017-1504-SCEA - 'MONTECITO II Project1 6650-6668 Franklin Ave. & 1850 
Cherokee Ave. L.A., Ca. 90028
1 message

Tue, May 1, 2018 at 9:59 PMDee Ann Newkirk <dnewki@yahoo.com> 
To: Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org

Please preserve the Montecito Apartments!!

This is absolutely absurd that LA would not do the right thing and 
right side of history by preserving this gorgeous beauty!!

on the

trees and park area which is so rare and hard to find in LA!

Please stop the crazy overdevelopment in LA, which is hurting those who live 
and truly permanently reside here and those in the future who won’t be 
interested in living in LA because of the way we wiped 
historic architecture!!

the beauty our

Support the Montecito Apartments!!! They represent what is the very best of 
LA!

Thank you!

Regards,

Dee Ann Newkirk

Dee Ann
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Hollywood Heritage Response to Montecito II Senior Housing Project SCEA
1 message

Hollywood Heritage <hollywood.heritage1980@gmail.com>
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org 
Cc: Craig Bullock <craig.bullock@lacity.org>, Richard Adkins <rikalad@aol.com>, Christy McAvoy 
<christy@christymcavoy.com>, Donna Williams <wacincconserve@sbcglobal.net>

Mon, Apr 2, 2018 at 3:18 PM

Good afternoon Ms. Monterrosa,

Attached please find Hollywood Heritage's response to City Planning's SCEA for the Montecito II Senior Housing Project. 
Please let us know i have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Richard Adkins
President, Hollywood Heritage, Inc.

Hollywood Heritage_Montecito II SCEA Response.pdf
92K
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HOLLYWOOD HERITAGE, INC. 

P.O. Box 2586

Hollywood, CA 90078 
874-4005 • FAX (323) 465-5993

April 2, 2018

Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
ienna.monterrosa@lacitv.org

PUBLIC COMMENT: Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA) for 
Montecito II Senior Housing Project 
1503-DB-CU-SPR and AA-2017-1505-PMLA)

Re:
No. ENV-2017-1504-SCEA, related Cases CPC-2017-

Dear Ms. Monterrosa:

Hollywood Heritage, an historic preservation organization dedicated to preserving Hollywood’s historic 
built environment, is sending this letter in response to the Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessment (SCEA) published by Los Angeles Department of City Planning as part of the Montecito II 
Senior Housing Project (the Project) review.

In particular, we are writing to express our support for the proposed Project. The development team, 
Thomas Safran & Associates, has engaged Hollywood Heritage in a sustained dialogue to ensure the 
Project conforms with the Secretary of the Interior Standards. In response to these conversations, the 
development team has incorporated our feedback and lowered the elevations of the designed structure. 
As such, Hollywood Heritage believes that this Project does indeed conform to the Standards.

We also recognize the critical importance of building additional affordable units in Hollywood as the area 
continues to experience development pressures and gentrification. This proposed Project helps relieve 
the deficit of affordable housing in Hollywood while respecting the area’s many historic resources and 
context. In closing, Hollywood Heritage supports the Montecito II Senior Housing Project and commends 
the development team for their collaborative approach to the design process. Please let us know how we 
can assist the City in its review.

Sincerely,

Richard Adkins
President, Hollywood Heritage, Inc.

CC: Thirteenth Council District

mailto:ienna.monterrosa@lacitv.org
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ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEA
1 message

D. Stewart Farquhar <dstewartfarquhar@hotmail.com>
To: "Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org" <Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org> 
Cc: "D. Stewart Farquhar" <dstewartfarquhar@hotmail.com>

Mon, Apr 2, 2018 at 3:30 PM

Dear Ms Monterrosa:

Attached please find:

1. The Original Notice of Completion and Availability
2. A reformatted easier to read copy of the same document
3. My concerns In Opposition to this proposed project

Sincerely

Stewart

D. Stewart Farquhar

3 attachments

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. ENV-2017 -1504 -SCEA.I
48K

m ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. ENV-2017 -1504 -SCEA- Original.pdf
LJ 1172K

Montecito II Opposition Letter - Final.pdf
“ 110K
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NOTICE OF COMPLETION 
AND AVAILABILITY
OF SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT (SCEA)_______________________________

r
March 1,2018

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEA

Montecito IIPROJECT NAME:
Thomas Safran and AssociatesPROJECT APPLICANT:
6650-6668 Franklin Avenue, 1850 N. Cherokee Avenue,PROJECT ADDRESS:
Los Angeles, California, 90028
HollywoodCOMMUNITY PLAN AREA:
13 - O'FarrellCOUNCIL DISTRICT:
March 1, 2018 - April 2, 2018PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 21155.2 of the Public Resources 
Code (PRC), the City of Los Angeles (City), as Lead Agency, has prepared a Sustainable Communities 
Environmental Assessment (SCEA) for the proposed Montecito II Project (Project).

This notice provides the public, nearby residents and property owners, responsible agencies, and other 
interested parties with a summary of the Project, conclusions of the SCEA, information regarding the 
availability of the SCEA for public review, and the timeframe for submitting comments on the SCEA. 
Comments must be submitted in writing according to the directions below.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Proposed Project would include 68 new multi-family residential units (67 affordable senior units and one 
on-site-manager's unit) and ancillary spaces, totaling approximately 53,370 square feet of new building area, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of recreation/open space areas, and 57 new parking spaces on two subterranean 
levels, for a total of 104 on-site parking spaces.

The Proposed Project would be six stories tall, up to a maximum of 76-8" feet in height.

The new building would be physically connected by a new common lobby to the existing Montecito Apartments 
Building, providing the residents access to both facilities and the amenities within.

Up to 27 trees may be removed and replaced under the Proposed Project; no trees to be removed are within the 
public right-of-way.

The applicant is requesting:

1. A Density Bonus (DB) pursuant to CA Government Code Section 65915(f)(3) and LAMC Section
12.22.A.25 to permit a Senior Residential Housing Development Project with 118 existing non-conforming 
units and 68 new units, dedicating 99% of proposed units restricted to Low and Very Low Income 
Households in exchange for the following incentives:

a. An On-Menu Incentive for an increase in height to permit a new building with 76-feet, 8-inches in 
height in lieu of the otherwise permitted 72-foot height limit pursuant to Ordinance 165,656 and 
LAMC 12.21.1 B.2 for a site with more than 20 feet of grade change;

Notice of Completion and Availability of SCEA for Montecito II (re-formatted) Page 1 of 3



b. An Off-Menu Incentive for a decrease in yards to permit a 4-foot, 6-inch northerly side yard frontini 
Franklin Boulevard in lieu of the otherwise required 9-foot front yard for a 6-story building pursuant 
to LAMC 12.11 0.2;

c. An Off-Menu Incentive for a decrease in yards to permit a 10-foot rear yard in lieu of the otherwise 
required 18-foot rear yard for a 6- story building pursuant to LAMC 12.11 0.3;

A Conditional Use Permit to permit pursuant to 12.24 U.26, to permit a housing development project with a 
density increase greater than the maximum permitted in LAMC 12.22 A.25, for a total of 186 units;

2.

Site Plan Review (SPR) pursuant to LAMC 16.05 C, to permit the construction, use, and maintenance of 
more than 50 new residential units; .

3.

Preliminary Parcel Map (PMLA) pursuant to LAMC 17.50, a to permit the merger and re-subdivision of 
five (5) ground lots into one (1) ground lot and two (2) air space lots;

4.

Approval of other permits, ministerial or discretionary, in order to execute and implement the Project such 
as: landscaping approvals, exterior approvals, storm water discharge permits, grading permits, haul route 
permits, and installation and hookup approvals for public utilities and related permits; and

5.

Adoption of the Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA).6.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Pursuant to Section 21155.2 of the PRC, this SCEA Initial Study:

1. incorporates all feasible mitigation measures, performance standards, or criteria set forth in the prior 
applicable environmental impact reports, including the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG), and adopted in findings made pursuant to Section 21081; and

2. contains mitigation that either avoid or mitigate to a level of insignificance all potentially significant or 
significant effects of the Project required to be identified in this initial study.

FILE REVIEW AND COMMENTS:

The Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA) and the documents referenced in the SCEA 
are available for public review at the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 200 N. Spring Street, 
Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012, during office hours Monday - Friday, 9:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.. Please contact 
the Staff Planner listed below to schedule an appointment.

The SCEA is also available online at the Department of City Planning's website at http://planning.lacity.org 
(click on the "Environmental Review" tab on the left-hand side, then "Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessments", and click on the Project title).

The SCEA can also be purchased on CD-ROM for $5.00 per copy. Contact Jenna Monterrosa at (213) 978- 1 
377 to purchase copies.

If you wish to submit comments following review of the SCEA, please reference the Environmental Case No. 
above, and submit them in writing by Monday, April 2, 2018, no later than 4:00 p.m.

Notice of Completion and Availability of SCEA for Montecito II (re-formatted) Page 2 of 3
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rase direct your comments to:

Mail: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

E-mail: Jenna.Monterroas@lacity.org

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning

Jenna Monterrosa 
Department of City Planning 
(213) 978-1377

Puede obtener informacion en Espanol acerca de esta junta Ilamando a! (213) 978-1454.

Notice ito II (re-formatted) Page 3
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I NOTICE OF COMPLETION
LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF CITY ANDFa

PLANNING DF SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 750 
LOS ANGELES. CA 9001?

H

(SCEA)
I

March 1, 2018

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: 

PROJECT NAME:

PROJECT APPLICANT:

ENV-2017-1504-SCEA 
Montecito II

Thomas Safran and Associates
6650-6668 Frankiin Avenue, 1850 N Cherokee Avenue, * 
Los Angeles, California, 90028
Hollywood 
13-O’Farrell
March 1, 2018 - April 2, 2018

PROJECT ADDRESS:

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: 

COUNCIL DISTRICT:

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 21155.2 of the Public Resources 
Code (PRC), the City of Los Angeles (City), as Lead Agency, has prepared a Sustainable Communities 
Environmental Assessment (SCEA) for the proposed Monteqtc II Project (Project). This notice provides the 
public, nearby residents and property owners, responsible agencies, and other interested parties with a 
summary of the Project, conclusions of the SCEA, information regarding the availability of the SCEA for public 
review, and the timeframe for submitting comments on the SCEA. Comments must be submitted in writing 
according to the directions below.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The Proposed Project would include 68 new multi-family residential units (67 affordable senior units and one 
on-site-manager’s unit) and ancillary spaces, totaling approximately 53,370 square feet of new building area, 
approximately 7,000 square feet of recreation/open space areas, and 57 new parking spaces on two 
subterranean levels, for a total of 104 on-site parking spaces. The Proposed Project would be six stories tall, up 
to a maximum of 76’-8" feet in height. The new building would be physically connected by a new common lobby 
to the existing Montecito Apartments Building, providing the residents access to both facilities and the amenities 
within. Up to 27 trees may be removed and replaced under the Proposed Project: no trees to be removed are 
within the public right-of-way.

The applicant is requesting: (1) A Density Bonus (DB) pursuant to CA Government Code Section 65915(f)(3) 
and LAMC Section 12.22.A.25 to permit a Senior Residential Housing Development Project with 118 existing 
non-conforming units and 68 new units, dedicating 99% of proposed units restricted to Low and Very Low 
Income Households in exchange for the following incentives: (a) An On-Menu Incentive for an increase in 
height to pdrmit a new building with 76-feet, 8-inches in height in lieu of the otherwise permitted 72-foot height 
limit pursuant to Ordinance 165,656 and LAMC 12.21.1 B.2 for a site with more than 20 feet of grade change;
(b) An Off-Menu Incentive for a decrease in yards to permit a 4-foot, 6-inch northerly side yard fronting Franklin 
Boulevard in lieu of the otherwise required 9-foot front yard for a 6-story building pursuant to LAMC 12.11 C.2;
(c) An Off-Menu Incentive for a decrease in yards to permit a 10-foot rear yard in lieu of the otherwise required 
18-foot rear yard for a 6- story building pursuant to LAMC 12.11 C.3; (2) A Conditional Use Permit to permit 
pursuant to 12.24 U.26, to permit a housing development project with a density increase greater than the 
maximum permitted in LAMC 12.22 A.25, for a total of 186 units; (3) Site Plan Review (SPR) pursuant to LAMC 
16.05 C, to permit the construction, use, and maintenance of more than 50 new residential units; (4) Preliminary 
Parcel Map (PMLA) pursuant to LAMC 17.50, a to permit the merger and re-subdivision of five (5) ground lots

Nonce or Completion an ; Availability of S .A for Montecito Paqe 1 of 2



into one (1) ground lot and two (2) air space lots; (5) Approval of other permits, ministerial or discretional 
order to execute and implement the Project such as: landscaping approvals, exterior approvals, storm wlB 
discharge permits, grading permits, haul route permits, and installation and hookup approvals for public utilities 
and related permits; and (6) Adoption of the Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA).

MITIGATION MEASURES:
Pursuant to Section 21155.2 of the PRC, this SCEA Initial Study: 1) incorporates all feasible mitigation 
measures, performance standards, or criteria set forth in the prior applicable environmental impact reports, 
including the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) prepared by the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), and adopted in findings made pursuant to Section 
21081; and 2) contains mitigation that either avoid or mitigate to a ievel of insignificance all potentially 
significant or significant effects of the Project required to be identified in this initial

FILE REVIEW AND COMMENTS: ,
The Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA) and the documents referenced in the SCEA 
are available for public review at the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 200 N. Spring Street, 
Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012, during office hours Monday - Friday, 9:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.. Please contact 
the Staff Planner listed beiow to schedule an appointment.

The SCEA is also available online at the Department of City Planning's website at http://planninq.lacity.org 
(click on the "Environmental Review’’ tab on the left-hand side, then "Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessments”, and click on the Project title).

The SCEA can also be purchased on CD-ROM for $5.00 per copy. Contact Jenna Monterrosa at (213) 978
1377 to purchase copies. •

If you wish to submit comments following review of the SCEA, please reference the Environmental Case No 
above, and submit them in writing by Monday, April 2. 2018, no later than 4:00 p.m.

Please direct your comments to:

Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.Monterroas@lacity.org

Mail:

E-mail:

VINCENT P. BERTOMI, A!CP 
Director of Planning

Jenna Monterrosa 
Department of City Planning 
(213) 978-1377

Puede obtener informacion en Espanol acerca de esta junta llamando al (213) 978-1454.
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Concerns in Opposition

Subject: Montecito II
Reference: environmental case no.: env-201 7-1 504-scea

1. Project Description
2. Comments

The demolition of the garden and parking lot and; 
Major alteration to a city, state and federally 
registered historic landmark.
Subsequent six story box style construction at the 
Montecito Property.
Effect on adjacent pre-school and senior dining / 
recreation center.
Mitigation of the adverse effect of demolition and 
construction activities on Cherok.ee Avenue and 
Franklin Avenue.
Property entrance for construction activity.
Lack of adequate resident parking and onsite support 
services parking.
Existing traffic hazard at the North Cherokee / 
Franklin Avenue intersection.
Not enough existing parking for residents and other 
services.
Additional stress on existing residents with moderate 
to severe medical issues.
Exchange real green space for imaginary green space 
in the form of garage and rooftop “air space”.
Real green space needed for health and sanity.
Rush to pay-off investors in the guise of helping low 
income seniors.
Lack of active security.

a.
b.

c.

d.

e.

f.
g-

1.

J-

k.

1.
m.

n.

D. Stewart Farquhar
6650 Franklin Ave, Apt# 409
Hollywood Ca, 90028
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Concerns in Opposition

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The Proposed Project would include 68 new multi-family 
residential units (67 affordable senior units and one on-site- 
manager’s unit) and ancillary spaces, totaling approximately 53,370 
square feet of new building area, approximately 7,000 square feet 
of recreation/open space areas, and 57 new parking spaces on two 
subterranean levels, for a total of 104 on-site parking spaces. *

The Proposed Project would be six stories tall, up to a maximum of 
76-8” feet in height.

The new building would be physically connected by a new 
common lobby to the existing Montecito Apartments Building, 
providing the residents’ access to both facilities and the amenities 
within.

Up to 27 trees may be removed and replaced under the Proposed 
Project; no trees to be removed are within the public right-of-way.

COMMENTS

Destruction of the existing garden and parking lot will cause 
much air and noise pollution. The resulting dust, or water 
used in an attempt to mitigate the dust, for over a year, will 
add to all the residents' discomfort and create a health and 
safety and an entrance / exit hazard.

A.

It will aesthetically and structurally alter a city, state and 
federally registered landmark as it will connect to the 
existing structure on the west wall to create a common 
lobby. According to published management documents they 
plan on adding to the existing Montecito by incorporating and 
combining the new box under the registered Montecito name,

B.

D. Stewart Farquhar
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Concerns in Opposition

thus eliminating Montecito II designation. The proposal is 
totally out of scale for this site and aesthetically wrong for 
this neighborhood.

The planned ultra-modem, 'box-type stmcture" to replace 
the garden and west one half of the existing parking lot will 
contain an additional 68 units and 57 parking spaces. As 
presented, the proposed design will not compliment the historic 
Mayan Art Deco design of the existing historic landmark. By 
attaching the new stmcture to the historic stmcture the new 
building provides the false impression it is part of it.

C.

Adjacent to 6650 Franklin Ave and the proposed project is a 
senior dining / recreation center and a preschool. There are 
no published provisions to mitigate the constmction effects 
on these facilities other than fences. There is anecdotal 
evidence presented at community meetings that the school 
was offered property subsidy and relocation expenses if they 
did not oppose the constmction. They have subsequently 
changed their position to Not Opposed.

D.

Further, the proposed two year-plus constmction of this 
project will have a tremendous impact on already restricted 
street parking, add noise, dirt, dust, constmction trucks, 
support vehicles, earthmoving equipment, cranes, and the 
concomitant exacerbate street congestion, Monday through 
Saturday from 7:AM to 3:PM. All this on an already over
used substitute for Hollywood Boulevard during its many 
closures. It will also impact the shuttle bus loop route during 
the entire Hollywood Bowl season. The Dash bus stop and 
service will also be compromised on the comer of Franklin 
and Cherokee.

E.

The constmction entrance will, by necessity, be either off 
Cherokee Avenue or from an adjacent restricted lane on the
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Concerns in Opposition

south side of Franklin Avenue or both. Construction traffic 
and storage will severely hinder or eliminate regular or any 
unplanned access to and egress from the existing under 
building parking levels or from the remaining portion of the 
parking lot. There is no published provision to provide close 
alternate resident parking. Or, how the inconvenienced 
residents will leave or enter at will with their shopping bags 
and without a long trek.

G. Whereas the reported combined total residential units will be 
186 with allotted onsite parking spaces for only 104 vehicles, 
no provision has been made for onsite parking for contract 
equipment repair vehicles or In Home Support Services (IHSS) 
or other visiting medical support workers. Many of these 
medical services provide daily visits to the existing residents.

H. No thought, study or review has been made of the dangerous, 
slippery, when wet, 38 degree incline of Cherokee Avenue as 
it approaches Franklin Avenue. The constantly congested 
condition of Cherokee Avenue south of Franklin, day and 
night, belies how incomplete this project’s conception and 
execution has been. Installing additional units and associated 
parking spaces adds to this congestion, traffic “book study” 
notwithstanding. The gate on Cherokee Avenue is the only 
vehicle and parking entrance. There are three pedestrian 
entries. One entry is via the existing garden and into the 
basement level. The second is the front door and the third is 
the back pedestrian gate and rear door from the parking lot.

« Due to construction, only the front door remains. This 
eliminates the minimum of two safe exits in the case of a 
building emergency.

I. There are several residents who utilize Medical support and 
/ or IHSS workers. These workers are currently unable to 
park on the property and are required to walk blocks in an

D. Stewart Farquhar
6650 Franklin Ave, Apt# 409
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already parking starved neighborhood in order to render 
their essential services. The current 47 parking spaces on 2 
levels under the building and in the outside lot are less than 
what the current need is for existing tenants. In actual fact 
23 spaces will be removed by this construction. The 
additional 57 parking spaces will replace these 23 spaces 
resulting in a net gain of only 34 NEW spaces for 68 units. 
It is interesting to note that as currently configured, the •- 
Montecito has only 116 units. See figure 1 below.

UNITS/FLOORFLOOR(S) CUMULATIVE
991

8 floors x 12 units 1052-9
11610 11

Figure 1

J. Montecito's residents, all of whom are 55 years or older and 
many of whom are moderate to seriously ill with respiratory 
or /and cardiac issues, should not be subjected to this 
construction nightmare. They are attempting to remain out of 
assisted living facilities. According to the Los Angeles 
Department of Housing, Thomas Safran and Associates 
(TSA) has succeeded in removing relocation assistance from 
all but 3 units in the existing Montecito residence. If true, 
this is unfortunate and not in the spirit of TSA’s Goals.

K. The developers want to exchange existing green space for 
fenced roof top landscaping in boxes after the removal up to 
27 healthy trees. Their plan is to substitute the last quiet 
garden oasis on Franklin Avenue and replace it with a 
“ground lot” (on top of a parking garage) and 2 “air space 
lots” on top of a building and other balconies. This garage 
top garden will be in full view of the residents of 1847 N.

Date Emailed :4/2/2018 3:26 PMD. Stewart Farquhar
6650 Franklin Ave, Apt# 409
Hollywood Ca, 90028



Concerns in Opposition

Cherokee as their north windows will overlook the planters.

L. The urgent need for legitimate open green space was 
addressed in part in a recent Los Angeles Times Article, 
about the need for open space for wild life and our sanity. A 
“Ground Lot” on top of a Parking Garage and “Air Space” 
and planters on top of a building or tacit “balconies” are not 
a valid substitute for open green space. * .

M. Under the guise of obtaining low interest, long term 
mortgages and requesting favorable rulings and support 
from the various government entities that they court and 
donate to, the developers will realize a substantial fee. 
Review of the figures from past projects indicate that the 
developers expect to net from between $2.5 to $3.5 million 
at the completion of the buildout. This windfall does not 
include the large percentage of rents that are 2 thirds 
subsidized by other government entities. As of 1/1/18 
private pay clients are gradually being squeezed out of the 
existing Montecito property in favor of subsidized rent 
schemes of up to $1,800 per tenant.

Low income residents are becoming fewer and fewer. Only 
existing long term private pay residents, that are rent 
increase limited due to the building age, have rent under 
$1,000. The new building, unless protected by loan terms 
and government contracts, will not have that protection. If 
there is no legal rent increase protection any resident of the 
new building may be subjected to substantial yearly rent 
increases. There is no published assurance by the developer 
that this is not so.

N. There is no published provision or commitment to include 
active property security in a neighborhood still troubled by 
active gang activity. The additional units may increase the
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likelihood of thefts of property and mail. Both of which 
have already occurred due to poor rear gate / door security. 
The instances of rear gates locked open and rear doors 
propped open will, by necessity, increase further reducing 
already sparse security.

DISCUSION and CONCLUSION

The Montecito II Project, as outlined in the current Sustainable 
Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA), is an insult 
to the City of Los Angeles and the Department of City 
Planning, even if unintentional.

Why so harsh a judgment? The Project, analyzed in its 
entirety, is a foreseeable hazard to the health and safety of 
current and future residents and neighbors.

Why such a harsh condemnation of a well-known, experienced 
owner / developer of needed senior housing? The fault is with 
the property itself, not the owner / developer, who would 
sincerely like to treat the entire Montecito site as any other 
parcel containing spare, undeveloped land.

How could several decades of ownership not inform the owner 
of the property’s limitations? The owner admirably 
concentrated on the well-being of Montecito’s elderly residents 
in the 10 stories of the Art Deco 1930's well-maintained 
landmark. The owner successfully owns and manages 6,000 
units in Southern California, some of which were self- 
developed.

With that track record, why shouldn’t the owner / developer be 
given the benefit of the doubt on improvements to the property- 
especially those that would increase housing for the elderly?
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Shouldn't the Department of City Planning facilitate and 
streamline the process so that such a noble endeavor could be 
expedited?

In the owner’s mind he has done the necessary homework. 
Experts have been retained, sometimes several in the same 
professional field, such as geologists, have been used over the 
course of the planning phase. Specialists have produced ' t 
reports, lawyers have analyzed laws, exceptions, and incentives 
to hurry construction on the spare, undeveloped land.

So, where’s the fault?

What's the fault in doing all that had to be done to get the 
project built? And, built as soon as possible? That's what is 
supposed to happen. Every “i" dotted and every "t" crossed.

The fault is in wishful thinking and in believing one's own 
press clippings. As the interested public looks over the 500 
pages of the current SCEA, unfortunately the stress placed on 
the City of Los Angeles and the Department of City Planning is 
made embarrassingly apparent.

Wishful thinking for speed of approval shows through in the 
numerous-and serious-mistakes in the compressed 2- page 
Notice of Completion and Availability (NCA) for the SCEA 
(March I, 2018, with comments due by April 2, 2018):

Non-existent e-mail address on the NCA mailed to all 
Montecito residents and immediate neighbors (wrong spelling 
of city planner's name)
Serious misstatement by omission that the Montecito II Project 
will have "57 new parking spaces for a total of 104 on-site 
parking spaces". (The actual "new" spaces are only 34 for the 
68 new units because 23 of the 57 "supposed new" are merely

D. Stewart Farquhar
6650 Franklin Ave, Apt# 409
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replacing the 23 removed from surface parking and put into 
subterranean.

Multiple factual errors, copied from report to report, 
demonstrating that on-site review was insufficient. 
(See Figure I).

As a courtesy, I provide a new EASIER TO READ NOTICE. 
(See enclosed reformatted NCA , including all errors)

Within the 500 pages of documents is an important page, 
"Form", approving the Montecito II Project, which is 
personally signed and dated "April 2, 2018", a date which had 
not occurred when signed.

Because of these mistakes in the current SCEA, another 
accurate NCA for a corrected SCEA should be issued with new 
comment dates. Just because the owner has nice press 
clippings, doesn’t mean that common sense should be waived in 
dealing with the firm. On a deeper level, what other mistakes 
have been made in the hurry to approve this unusual project on 
this quirky piece of property?

In fact, why was an SCEA used instead of the more common 
and demanding Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)?

Where is the reasoning justifying that choice? Should the next 
attempt at this ill-advised Montecito II be the more demanding 
MND?

Attempted development of the Montecito site, with 10 crowded 
floors of elderly residents, who would have to live under 
dangerous conditions for 2 years, should not be streamlined nor 
rubber-stamped.

D. Stewart Farquhar
6650 Franklin Ave, Apt# 409
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Further, to the community interest, the owner / developer needs 
to be a good neighbor. At this point that does not seem to be the 
case.

The owner / developer needs to seriously consider if the 
Montecito II, representing a mere 1% of his units, is worth 
costs in money, reputation, and potential liability that could be 
quite substantial.

The City of Los Angeles and the Department of City Planning 
need to realize that the Montecito property is a poor choice for 
development and have the guts to protect the community.

The proposed project as outlined in the referenced SCEA 
should NOT be allowed to go forward. Withdram this SCEA.

D. Stewart Farquhar
6650 Franklin Ave, Apt# 409
Hollywood Ca, 90028
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Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Fw: Environmental Case ENV-2017-1504-SCEA, Montecito II
1 message

David Kearse <cineaste@earthlink.net>
-To: David Kearse <cineaste@earthlink.net>

To: Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org, Mitch O'Farrell <councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>

Dear City Officials,
I challenge you both to come and bring other City Council and Planning officials to Franklin Avenue 
during any rush hour, mid-day, morning and evening, to observe the traffic backup from Highland 
Avenue to at least Cherokee Street. The Montecito, of course, borders Cherokee Street, as well as 
Las Palmas. Each of those streets gets backed up, too, especially in the evening rush hour.
So come and see - before the City Council and Planners make a final decision on Montecito II. Your 
minds might be changed. See below:
David Kearse

Mon, Apr 30, 2018 at 6:47 PM

—Forwarded Messagi 
From: David Kearse 
Sent: Mar 29, 2018 7:40 PM 
To: Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org 
Cc: Mitch O'Farrell
Subject: Environmental Case ENV-2017-1504-SCEA, Montecito II

Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles, Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

March 29,2018

RE: Environmental ENV-2017-1504-SCEA, Montecito II

Dear Ms. Monterrosa,

Having reviewed the SCEA study above on the Internet, I wish to draw to you, the Director of 
Planning and the Department’s attention to one problem not addressed or mitigated in the 

or the proposal.

While the
Highland Avenue and Hwy. 101, it does not consider this:

Montecito II residents would have access to

• 64 parking spaces would be provided
• That means 64 more vehicles in addition to the vehicles already housed in Montecito I 

would join the traffic flow
• Two new apartment buildings are being completed now on Las Palmas and a hotel, I 

believe, is to be built on Cherokee. There is construction at the intersection of Las 
Palmas and Franklin Avenue.

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:cineaste@earthlink.net
mailto:cineaste@earthlink.net
mailto:Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org
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• Those new buildings will very soon dump countless more vehicles into traffic

f, traffic isIf the city has looked at Franklin Avenue recently, you would see that now, 
frequently backed up from at least Cherokee to Highland.
As mentioned to Councilman O’Farrell at a meeting in Montecito I, with Tom Saffan and staff 
present, the honking of horns in drivers’ terminal impatience is more than a nuisance now - it is 
a health hazard. And then there is traffic from the Hollywood Bowl in summer - where is that 
traffic to go with the additional traffic from the new buildings?

would be less traffic impact, and certainly less noise
lilt? The density in

Is there an area of Hollywood where 
and driver frustration, where much-needed Affordable Housing might be 
this neighborhood is just too hi and traffic much too heavy today.

Thank you for listening.

Sincerely

David Kearse 
323-962-7865 
cineaste@earthlink.net 
wwwdavidkearse. com

Cc: Councilman Mitch O’Farrell

mailto:cineaste@earthlink.net
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ENV-2017-1504-SCEA
1 message

njjonz@gmail.com <njjonz@gmail.com> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org

Sun, Apr 1, 2018 at 9:38 PM

Attached is a pdf document with my comments regarding Environmental Case No.: ENV-2017-1504-SCEA / Montecito II 
Project.

Regards,

Normajean Jonz 
Stakeholder

ENV-2017-1504-SCEA, Opposition Facts and Comments submitted by Normajean Jonz 4-1-18.pdf
U 551K

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
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OPPOSITION FACTS & COMMENTS
ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

Environmental Case No.: ENV-2017-1504-SCEA 
Project Name:
Project Applicant:
Council District:
Project Address:

Montecito II
Thomas Safran and Associates 
13 - O’Farrell
6650-6668 Franklin Avenue,
1850 N. Cherokee Avenue (1850 is incorrect but was printed in 
the SCEA Notice dated March 1, 2018)
Los Angeles, California 90028 ■*

TO: Jenna Monterrosa 
FROM: Normajean Jonz, Stakeholder 
DATE: April 1,2018

All of the reports to date that Thomas Safran & Associates (TSA) have 
presented, and for which they paid in order to attain the results they 
needed, are inadequate and have questionable validity.

HABITABILITY / ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

1. Covenant Of Quiet Enjoyment Under California Law Civil Code 1927

Implied in every rental agreement, there is an obligation by the landlord 
to provide "quiet enjoyment" and not to disturb the tenant. It does not 
have to be specifically mentioned in the lease in order for it to protect 
the tenant. A landlord who does not provide the tenant with "quiet 
enjoyment" under Civil Code 1927 subjects himself to liability.

To establish the landlord's breach of quiet enjoyment, the tenant must 
be able to show substantial interference. If the landlord breaches the 
duty to provide quiet enjoyment to the tenant under Civil Code 1927, 
the tenant may be able to:

a) Bring an action for breach of contract against the landlord
b) Exercise remedies found in Qvil Code 1940.2
c) Seek injunctive relief to force the landlord to stop whatever he is 

doing
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In Los Angeles, a tenant who is constantly suffering from outside noise 
may have a claim for breach of the covenant of quiet enjoyment; and, 
may also have a related claim of nuisance.

If the interference with the tenant's right to quiet enjoyment of the 
premises is so substantial that it forces the tenant to abandon the 
premises, the tenant may have a claim for constructive eviction. .

2. Failure to Disclose Material Facts

Thomas Safran & Associates (TSA)have known for many years of their 
plans to construct the Montecito II addition. On April 24,2017, during a 
recorded public meeting with the Montecito low-income senior 
residents, Thomas Safran himself personally stated this material fact.
He said he always planned to expand and add units when he bought the 
property. Yet, TSA repeatedly has failed to disclose this material fact to 
countless tenants, until after the lease was signed, or after the tenant 
moved into the building, if at all.

3. All West-Facing Units of the Montecito Abut the Construction Site

The existing Montecito structure will be uninhabitable and intolerable 
on the entire west-facing side of the building.

The proposed new structure is allegedly 6 stories tall. But that is a 
flagrant deception. Six floors are designed as residential housing units; 
however, the rooftop structure design in-and-of-itself, when completed, 
is another 1 to 2 stories in height. In total, Montecito II will span a 
height of 7-8 stories, making it almost as tall as the iconic, historic 
Montecito landmark.

Regardless of any of TSA's inadequate, questionable, paid-for reports, 
the new construction project is going to dangerously and detrimentally 
affect the quality of life of the low-income senior residents. This fact is
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evidenced in-part by what Thomas Safran publicly stated during the 
resident meeting of April 24,2017, as well as, the previous TSA 
assurances regarding past rehab projects of the Montecito.

In 2015, a habitability plan was presented to the low-income senior 
residents regarding a five-floor earthquake retrofit. Once construction 
began, it soon became apparent to ALL residents, and employees at the 
Montecito, that the air quality and noise pollution caused by the retrofit 
was intolerable and unhealthful. For approximately two months, it was 
constant 8-hour a day loud banging, intense vibrations throughout the 
entire 10-story structure, and polluted air causing severe respiratory 
issues to the residents and to the manager at that time, Cheryl Lowers. 
Despite TSA's assurances, the situation was inescapable for the 
residents, causing anxiety, sleep deprivation, and physical and 
emotional upset. At that time, little or no remedies were provided to the 
inhabitants of the building. It was a nightmare!

So, given the above facts, and TSA's proven track record of making 
empty promises, why should the low-income senior residents trust any 
report provided to them by TSA, or trust anything they say?

With the new Montecito II addition, there will be excessive and loud 
noises common to construction processes caused by massive equipment 
such as dirt-haulers, bulldozers, incessant and loud backup beepers, 
jackhammering, etc. These environmental hazards will directly impact 
all the apartment units located on the west-facing side of the existing 
Montecito structure. Pursuant to the Covenant Of Quiet Enjoyment 
Under California Law Gvil Code 1927, this violates the tenants legal 
rights (See Item #1 above), and also creates a harmful environment for 
the low-income senior residents.

This dangerous, environmental impact may prove deadly 
some Montecito residents. These senior residents will be exposed to
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hazardous materials, bacteria, dirt, debris, noise, and inhaling exhaust 
fumes from heavy-duty construction equipment. These residents will be 
inhaling airborne particulates such as fine cement dust which will 
infiltrate the apartment units adjacent to the actual construction site.
This toxic, polluted environment can cause and/or exacerbate severe 
cardiovascular and respiratory illnesses such as asthma and allergies, 
cancer, heart conditions, acute bronchitis, and even premature death.

Subjecting the low-income senior residents to such a close-proximity to 
a hazardous, uninhabitable environment for approximately two years is 
irresponsible, unconscionable, immoral, cruel, outrageous, and 
unreasonable. This time frame could be further extended due to 
potential lawsuits against the developer, and negative media publicity. 
This unacceptable situation will force the low-income senior residents, 
who need permanent relocation money in order to move, to endure this 
daily hardship for an indefinite number of years.

Would you want your beloved family members to live under these 
deplorable conditions for an extended period of time, for two or three 
years, or longer?

Based upon comments made in the above referenced meeting of April 
24,2017, Thomas Safran also blatantly stated relocation money will not 
be offered to the residents regarding the new construction.

Thomas Safran also said if there are some people who are hardship 
cases, TSA has several other buildings to which they could move four or 
five residents. He said there is no money in the budget to provide 
permanent relocation for 30 or 40 people.

By making these statements, he acknowledges the fact that the new 
construction will create problems for the current tenants at the 
Montecito.
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Furthermore, Thomas Safran has contributed in excess of $92,000 to 
political campaigns, including to Mitch O'Farrell Council District 13 
which happens to be the location of the proposed project. Yet he says he 
cannot afford to provide permanent relocation money to his low-income 
senior tenants.

Permanent relocation assistance amounts that are in accordance With the 
Los Angeles Housing & Community Investment Department (LAHQD) 
will alleviate the suffering brought on by the new construction by giving 
the residents the option to remove themselves from the upcoming toxic 
environment. To date, still no remedy for this serious problem has been 
offered to the residents by TSA.

It seems obvious that Thomas Safran & Assoc, is deliberately denying 
permanent relocation monies to these low-income senior residents who 
will need to move.

This is apparently how they have chosen to treat their low-income 
seniors, by victimizing them. This action is tantamount to elder abuse, 
and it actually flies in the face of their public claims of low-income 
senior advocacy. It seems they are only low-income senior advocates if 
it does not cost them money, inconvenience them, or if it does not 
conflict with their agenda.

This irrational behavior is despicable on the part of Thomas Safran & 
Assoc, who claim to do so much for the low-income senior community.

If permanent relocation money is not offered to ALL residents who 
occupy units located on the west-facing side of the Montecito, then 
Thomas Safran is constructively holding these low-income seniors 
hostage, the same people he claims to want to protect.
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GEOLOGY/ACTIVE EARTHQUAKE FAULT LINE ISSUES

City Hall's pro-dev eloper culture is so well-entrenched it would he hard to 
imagine city officials reaching any decision other than one that sided with 
the developer. —Robert Silverstein, Attorney, Stop The Millennium Project

An active earthquake_fault is located beneath the Montecito's parcels. It 
is illegal under State of California law to build new construction on top 
of a fault. It is also gross negligence.

TSA's reports are in direct conflict with the official maps and findings of 
the State of California expert geologists.

Furthermore, according to recent statements made by State of California 
geologist T im McCrink, the fault that runs through the Montecito 
property is active and the very act of construction can compromise the 
10-story Montecito, causing it to come down, to collapse.

Who gave these geologists on Safran's payroll the ultimate authority to 
haphazardly ignore the official maps, findings, and statements from the 
State of California's expert geologists? Additionally, the State geologists 
never told Safran's geologists it was okay to construct this project, 
contrary to TSA's paid consultant's public claims that they did.

Equally unscrupulous, who gave this same ultimate authority to the 
City of Los Angeles' employees, (includes politicians) to approve these 
contradictory reports?

Fortunately, it appears the best person to handle this life-threatening 
danger seems to be renowned attorney, Robert P. Silverstein, who has a 
history of successfully halting projects of this nature.

Prepared & Submitted by Normajean Jonz • April 1, 2018 • Page 6 of 9



OPPOSITION FACTS & COMMENTS
ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

HISTORIC LANDMARK / PRESERVATION ISSUES

The Montecito is listed on the National Register of Historic Places as a 
designated landmark. The Montecito II Project will destroy the 
viewshed of this iconic, historic building.

The height and location of the Montecito II Project clearly does not fall 
within the official standards set forth by the National Park Service, 
Department of Interior, Technical Preservation Services Standards for New 
Construction Boundaries, particularly the standards established for 
viewshed, density, and surrounding open space. Please refer to 
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/applying-rehabilitation/successful- 
rehab / ne w-cons truction. htm

Per the Secretary of the Interiors Standards for Rehabilitation - 
Standard 9 in particular - and the Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings, requirements clearly include:

a) Historic landscapes and significant viewsheds must be 
preserved.

b) Protecting the historic setting and context of a property, 
including the degree of open space and building density.. .For 
example, a historic building traditionally surrounded by open 
space must not be crowded with dense development.

The new construction Montecito II Project will stand 7-8 stories tall 
including its rooftop structure. It will destroy the majority of the 
significant viewshed from the ground floor through the eighth floor 
when looking both west and southwest from inside the units. Beautiful, 
expansive views, some as far-reaching as the Pacific Ocean, will be 
replaced with views of the Montecito II exterior walls and its rooftop 
structure. Looking eastward and northeastward toward the Montecito 
from afar, the view of the iconic, historic landmark will be almost totally 
obscured.

Prepared & Submitted by Normajean Jonz • April 1, 2018 • Page 7 of 9
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OPPOSITION FACTS & COMMENTS
ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

Official government standards set forth by the Secretary of the Interior 
regarding viewsheds and surrounding open space were ignored by 
Historic Resources Group (HRG) and Hollywood Heritage.

Furthermore, there appears to be a potential conflict of interest, and 
possible questionable integrity and ethics issues with Historic Resources 
Group (HRG) and their perhaps self-serving relationship with TSA.

a) HRG is TSA's consultant, and they prepared the "Montecito II 
Historic Resources Technical Report, July 2017;"

b) Christy McAvoy is the owner of Historic Resources Group (HRG);
c) Christy McAvoy is also the co-founder of Hollywood Heritage 

which is supposedly an historic preservation organization; and,
d) When asked why Hollywood Heritage was supporting the project, 

Christy McAvoy's response was, they considered the viewshed 
but know the developer for a long time and it's affordable 
housing.

What does her relationship with the developer have to do with her 
judgements on preservation? Why is that a factor? She either is a 
preservationist, or she is not.

IN CONCLUSION

A landlord who does not provide the tenant with "quiet enjoyment" under 
California Law Civil Code 1927 subjects himself to liability. (See pages 1-2)

There are approximately 20 or more projects currently proposed or under 
construction in Hollywood. Many of these projects will include a 
percentage of affordable units. In comparison, the trivial number of 68 
units being planned for the Montecito II project will be overshadowed by 
the detrimental impact to the current Montecito low-income senior tenants.
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OPPOSITION FACTS & COMMENTS
ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

When tenants move into a " seniors only" property, it is with an expectation 
that there will be a more respectful and sensitive environment, an 
environment which is conducive to peace and quiet rather than a massive 
construction zone, mere feet from their windows.

No senior tenant willingly moves into a property to suffer through a 
chaotic, stressful environment that will be filled with Monday-through- 
Saturday loud construction noise and filth being inflicted upon them. Nor 
would they have expected the owner constructing a connecting 7-8 story 
tall building within a stone's throw from each and every west-facing unit.

The Montecito II Project should not be approved.

And if it is, due to the longevity of the project, then permanent relocation 
money must be offered as the only option to these low-income senior 
residents who are located in the approximately 40 west-facing units.

Prepared & Submitted by Normajean Jonz • April 1, 2018 • Page 9 of 9
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ENV-2017-1504-SCEA
1 message

Terry Stepusin <terrys805@att.net> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org

Sun, Apr 1, 2018 at 5:33 PM

Environmental Case No.: ENV-2017-1504-SCEA .
Project Name: Montecito II
Project Applicant: Thomas Safran and Associates
Project Address:
6650-6668 Franklin Avenue,
1850 N. Cherokee Avenue-(1850 is incorrect, but was printed in SCEANotice 
of March 1,2018)
Los Angeles, California 90028

I am and have been in opposition to the Montecito II construction project.

I am a resident at the Montecito for over seventeen years. The building is composed 
of over 118 other low income seniors like myself. Many of these low income 
residents have significant or serious health issues such as respiratory, heart, 
emotional, and other assorted physical problems associated with the aging process, 
Some are even in the end stages of their life.

For the past eighteen months the low income residents of the Montecito apartment 
building, along with residents surrounding the Montecito, have had to endure major 
disruptions in their lives due to the current development of the property that is 
located only one-block away at the comer of Highland Ave. and Franklin Ave. This 
construction has caused major problems with air pollution, causing the staff, the 
children and their parents at the nearby Canyon School significant health and lung 
problems. Besides the air pollution issues, traffic patterns on Franklin Ave. and 
surrounding streets have been significantly and negatively impacted due to the 
increased heavy-duty truck traffic. The noise coming from that construction site, 
which includes constant loud back-up beeping, banging, and the Jurassic dinosaur 
sounds of steel supports scraping against each other, has been a constant cause of 
emotional upset throughout the construction 
and neighboring properties.

to the residents of the Montecito

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:terrys805@att.net
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mailto:councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org


Now, in an effort to rationalize construction of the Montecito II addition to the 
historic landmarked Montecito, Thomas Safran and Associates (TSA)
Development is using the affordable housing bandwagon to further enhance their 
financial future. This proposed construction will take place in the current park-like 
garden which abuts the west side of the original Montecito. This garden is one of the 
few open green spaces in the neighborhood and will be sacrificed by TSA 
Development in the name of progress and the almighty dollar.

This new structure will provide an insignificant amount of additional affordable 
housing to the City of Los Angeles. TSA Development has seen fit to bring home 
the above issues to the current low income residents of the Montecito. This new 
construction will be literally in their back yard. The current Montecito senior 
residents have no ability, financial or otherwise, to stave off the impact it will have 
on their lives.

To add insult to injury, Thomas Safran stated in a resident meeting on April 24, 
2017, that relocation money will not be provided to the current low income senior 
residents of the Montecito. Once construction begins on the Montecito II these 
residents, especially the occupants of apartments on the west of the building, will be 
trapped in a truly intolerable and unhealthy circumstance created by Thomas Safran 
and Associates. TSA is constantly claiming to be an advocate of the elderly. How 
does victimizing current residents who are helpless, low income seniors translate to 
a benefit to the community?

With this in mind, it seems TSA Development has employed another strategy to 
further injure the tenants they claim to care so much about. Just like certain 
landlords of other properties have done across the country, TSA is using the 
inconvenience and environmental health threats of new construction 
to constructively evict their current low income tenants. Once those tenants have 
moved out of the Montecito, TSA will be free to fill their vacant apartments with 
highly subsidized, more profitable, Section 8 and VASH tenants as TSA has done in 
the past, increasing their profits even more. These programs provide the landlord as 
much as $ 1,800.00 per month per apartment. This can easily triple the amount TSA 
is currently receiving from Montecito tenants who are not on the Section 8 and 
VASH Programs. Where are 
much about, going to go without relocation money? By providing relocation 
money, this would be a benefit to both the residents and TSA Development. Without 
relocation money, Thomas Safran will effectively be putting those seniors, forced to 
leave because of health and environmental issues, out on to the sidewalk.

low income seniors, who TSA claims to care so



^^^^Although Thomas Safran and Associates has provided the City of Los Angeles with 
the minimally required reports, one must remember that these reports were bought 
and paid for by TSA. These were not unbiased reports paid for by a neutral third 
party Because of this fact, these reports could certainly be slanted to support 
whatever findings TSA Development desires.

In 2015, a five story earthquake retrofit was performed at the Montecito. At that 
time, TSA provided the Montecito low income residents a habitability plan that 
stated the Montecito would be habitable during the retrofit. That could not have 
been farther from the truth. This retrofit went on for approximately 8 weeks, filling 
the building with a fine dust that infiltrated the entire building causing people with 
respiratory issues to seek medical attention from their medical professionals. In 
addition, the constant drilling and banging could be heard throughout the Montecito. 
The entire building vibrated. This was certainly an infringement on the tenants’ 
legal right to the “quiet enjoyment” of the premises. Little or 
nothing substantial was done to remedy that situation at that time. So, why should 
the Montecito residents put their trust in what TSA Development tells them now? 
The best remedy regarding the pending construction that TSA Development could 
offer their low income senior residents is to provide relocation funds, so residents 
needing to escape a potentially life threatening environment can do so. To deny 
relocation money to low income senior residents would be heartless and uncaring 
behavior from a company that claims to be the champion of low income seniors.

In conclusion, TSA development apparently looks upon their Montecito low income 
senior residents as nothing more than a “cash cow.” Able to be manipulated at TSA’s 
whim whenever they choose to do so. We are more than that. We are 
living, breathing human beings that need to be treated as such with dignity and 
respect, and not just a number on a balance sheet. TSA Development is more than 
willing to toot their own horns in public regarding affordable housing in Los 
Angeles. How would they like to publicly defend their denial of relocation 
money, as evidenced by Tom Safranfs statement on April 24.2017? My guess is 
they would not.

SHAME ON TSA DEVELOPMENT! SHAME ON THOMAS SAFRAN!

Respectfully submitted,

Terrence Stepusin
Stakeholder
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Environmental Case ENV-2017-1504-SCEA, Montecito II
1 message

David Kearse <cineaste@earthlink.net>
Reply-To: David Kearse <cineaste@earthlink.net>
To: Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org
Cc: Mitch O'Farrell <councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>

Thu, Mar 29, 2018 at 7:40 PM

Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles, Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

March 29,2018

RE: Environmental Case ENV-2017-1504-SCEA, Montecito II

Dear Ms. Monterrosa,

Having reviewed the SCEA study above on the Internet, I wish to draw to you, the Director of Planning 
and the Department’s attention to one problem not addressed or mitigated in the study or the 
proposal.

While the
Highland Avenue and Hwy. 101, it does not consider this:

Montecito II residents would have access to

• 64 parking spaces would be provided
• That means 64 more vehicles in addition to the vehicles already housed in Montecito I would join 

the traffic flow
• Two new apartment buildings are being completed now on Las Palmas and a hotel, I believe, is 

to be built on Cherokee. There is construction at the intersection of Las Palmas and Franklin 
Avenue.

• Those new buildings will very soon dump countless more vehicles into traffic

If the city has looked at Franklin Avenue recently, you would see that now, today, traffic is frequently 
backed up from at least Cherokee to Highland.
As mentioned to Councilman O’Farrell at a meeting in Montecito I, with Tom Safran and staff present, 
the honking of horns in drivers’ terminal impatience is more than a nuisance now - it is a health 
hazard. And then there is traffic from the Hollywood Bowl in summer - where is that traffic to go with 
the additional traffic from the new buildings?

Is there an area of Hollywood where there would be less traffic impact, and certainly less noise and 
driver frustration, where much-needed Affordable Housing might be built? The density in this 
neighborhood is just too high - and traffic much too heavy today.

Thank you for listening.

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
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Sincerely

David Kearse 
323-962-7865 
cineaste@earthlink.net 
www. davidk earse. com

Cc: Councilman Mitch O’Farrell

mailto:cineaste@earthlink.net
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URGENT: Incorrect email address re SCEA Notice ENV-2017-1504-SCEA dated
March 1, 2018
2 messages

Sat, Mar 17, 2018 at 5:15 PMnjjonz@gmail.com <njjonz@gmail.com>
To: vince.bertoni@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org

Vince and Jenna,

How are stakeholders supposed to respond with comments to an email address that is incorrect?

The comments submission email is printed as Jenna.Monterroas@lacity.org with the "a" and "s" transposed. This typo 
is sloppy, careless, and unfair to the stakeholders invalved. Was this an intentional error to favor the developer?

Additionally, the Project Address of 1850 N. Cherokee is incorrect. That property is located on the opposite side of 
Cherokee from the Montecito driveway. That property owner is David Lesser, not Thomas Safran.

Due to your negligence, a new "Notice of Completion and Availability of Sustainable Communities 
Environmental Assessment (SCEA)" needs to be reissued with the correct information AND a new deadline 
date.

Best regards,

Normajean Jonz 
Stakeholder

Jenna Monterrosa cjenna.monterrosa@lacity.org> 
To: njjonz@gmail.com

Sun, Mar 18, 2018 at 3:45 PM

Thank you for your email Ms. Jonz.

I apologize for the email address confusion and can assure you that it was not intentional. We will address this issue 
and in the meantime please do submit to me any comments you have on the project's environmental assessment. You 
may do so electronically or via mail to our office address at 200 N. Spring Street, Room 763, Los Angeles, CA 90012, 
as included on the notice.

Additionally, If you have any questions about the project I'd be happy to meet with you to discuss.

Thank you again.

Jenna Monterrosa
[Quoted text hidden]

Jenna Monterrosa
City Planner
Department of City Planning,
Expedited Processing Section
T: (213)978-1377
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

srx
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ENV-2017-1504-SCEA
1 message

Tyler Williams <tjwilliams1@gmail.com> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org

Sun, Mar 4, 2018 at 7:52 PM

Dear Jenna,
I am a concerned citizen writing to you regarding the proposed addition to the Montecito building on Franklin Ave near 
Highland. This is my second letter to you regarding this matter.

TTie development company has proposed to almost completely skip the test/safety phases of this project; in order to 
streamline the building, seemingly so the residents in the area don't have enough time to protest the building.

The added traffic to the area would be an atrocious oversight. Between the Hollywood Bowl, Hollywood Blvd just below, 
and the tourist traffic, Franklin and Highland is one of the WORST intersections in the city! There is also an enormous 
high-rise building going up just across Las Palmas and several other developments in the surrounding area creating even 
more foot and car traffic in the neighborhood. To wit, the proposed addition to the Montecito would also violate the height 
ordinance by over 20 feet as well as cut down 27 much needed trees. This proposal would also rob the residents of the 
Montecito of their private park adjacent to the building.

This neighborhood just went through almost a year of road construction with all of the added difficulty of closed streets, 
and construction noise from the work on the burst water main up and down Franklin Ave. Residents have already been 
dealing with construction vehicles and noise from the Franklin and Las Palmas project for over a year.

This neighborhood is considered a walking district, yet how many people will want to walk around a neighborhood that is 
overcrowded, noisy, dusty, and congested, let alone be able to drive though on the street?

The bottom line is that this new development is unwelcome by the local residents. Please raise these concerns at the 
next planning meeting. I hope that we can preserve some of the beauty of the art-deco building that is the Montecito and 
restore come of the peace that has been so sorely lacking in the neighborhood around Franklin Heights.

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Sincerely,

Tyler Williams 
Actor, BFA, SAG-AFTRA 
Producer -11:11 Films, 
Manic Productions 
703-431-7742 (m) 
323-609-8960 (w)
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The Montecito project
1 message

Tyler Williams <tjwilliams1@gmail.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org, jordan.tumer@lacity.org, 
jojo.pewsawang@lacity.org
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, afine@laconservancy.org, counciImember.ofarrell@lacity.org

Re: The Montecito project 
6650 Franklin ave
Hollywood CA 90028 '

Wed, May 31, 2017 at 5:08 PM

File # AA - 2017 - 1505 - PMLA... CPC - 2017 -1503 - DB-CU-SPR... ENV-2017-1504-EAF

Dear planning committee,
Please only allow this project to proceed with and envronmental impact report.

The impact of putting another building on Franklin Avenue would create even more traffic than there already is. Not to 
mention the environmental impact of building on a known fault line.

I have been a resident on Franklin ave for over three years and can attest to the hassles of traffic to and from the 101 
especially on nights when there's a concert at the bowl. Adding another large residential building to the area would have a 
disastrous impact on the traffic in the neighborhood. Please consider preserving the open space area next to the 
Montecito. The the seniors who reside there enjoy the open areas.
Sincerely,
A concerned citizen.
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The Montecito..6650 Franklin Ave...ZA2016-0311-VCU-CUB-ZV-ZAA-SPR....ENV-2016- 
0312-MND
1 message

poonsy6603@aol.com <poonsy6603@aol.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org 
Cc: cgshq@conserv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, info@laconservancy.org

Wed, May 10, 2017 at 12:42 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

The Montecito Landmark project, proposed plans to build on The Montecito's park grounds, at 6650 Franklin Ave. in 
Hollywood, should require a full EIR, not an MND...
(ZA 2016-0311-VCU-CUB-ZV-ZAA-SPR 
E NV-2016-0312-M ND)

At the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee meeting last week, after the Montecito project 
presentation, the PLUM Committee recommended stakeholders contact Dept, of City Planning and let them know this 
project should require a full EIR (Environmental Impact Report) not be reviewed via an MND (Mitigated Negative 
Declaration)

Some of the reasons it should have a full EIR...proper Environmental Impact Report are:

Traffic...
Traffic is in constant gridlock in the area and close proximity to the 101 freeway entrances and exits..
Area streets..Franklin, Wilcox, Cahuenga, etc. many trying to enter the 101 going north at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin, 
and exit the 101 at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin going south...
These streets are dangerously in constant gridlock.
The Cahuenga freeway entrance abovs Franklin is a total nightmare.

The developer is requesting more height and density.
The Montecito is the tallest building on Franklin Avs. in the area.
A project this size will add a significant amount of traffic to the area.

Cumulative effects of all the projects in the area..over 20..many are being approved with no EIR's but via MND's and the 
streets leading up to the 101 are backed up down to Sunset Blvd., and sometimes as far south as Selma Ave.where 
there are also many, many large new projects going up on Sunset Blvi, Selma Ave., Wilcox Ave., and Cahuenga Ave...

The gridlock is caused by drivers trying to get north onto the 101 at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin, and south exiting the 101 
at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin.

Additional projects are going up all along Wilcox and Cahuenga, from Franklin, north, to Selma, south..
And skyscrapers east at Yucca/Argyle, and surrounding The Capitol Records Building at Argyle, Vine, etc. .. 
All afFect not only the jammed 101 freeway entrance at Argyle/Vine but traffic trying to get to the 101 freeway at 
Cahuenga..
Causing Franklin/Cahuenga/Wilcox gridlock...

There's a project going up now at Franklin and Highland, one block east of The Montecito. 
it's the the sixth worst intersection in the city..
Highland traffic is in constant gridlock, and it leads to another 101 freeway entrance
The project is being constructed on a property where construction had not been allowed for years since it sits on an 
activs EQ fault line.
It had no EIR, no outreach to the communities.
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It's across the street from Canyon pre-school and Las Palmas Senior Center, who were ne\er notified of the project, and 
construction made parents and children ill at the pre-school.
It should have required an EIR, but was slipped through via an MND.

The traffic turns from gridlock to totally paralyzing the area on Hollywood Bowl nights, Hollywood Blvl Movie Premiere 
and Jimmy Kimmel Live street closures, and John Anson Ford will be up and running soon.
Some nights more than one of these events is going on.

The gridlock in the area raises concerns regarding response times in emergencies.
The Montecito is a Senior residence...
Belmont Village, a Senior home, is on HighlandAve. right below The Hollywood Bowl and the 101...a part of Highland Ave. 
in constant gridlock..exiting and entering the 101.

Franklin Ave. is at the base of the Hollywood Hills, and it's very difficult to get through the heavy traffic up to the 
Hollywood Hills..
EIR studies need to be done to assure EMS, LAPD, and LAFD can get through the area in cases of emergencies. 
Proper traffic and environmental studies should be required.

EQ fault line...
The building is a Historic Landmark and building anything so close, on or near an EQ Fault line may compromise the 
historic building..a proper EIR and geological testing will better protect the historic building and the surrounding area.

There are safety concerns for The Montecito and area residents and businesses, and also due to the close proximity of 
Canyon Pre-School, and Las Palmas Senior Center to a new construction building on, or close to, the EQ fault line

We are Community Stakeholders following up, requesting EIR studies be required for this project, on the 
recommendation of Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council Plum Committee after the project was presented at a 
PLUM Committee meeting..

The Montecito Landmark project, at 6650 Franklin Ave. in Hollywood, should require a full EIR, not an MND...

To view the many projects proposed for, and being built in this area now, vsit UrbanizeLA and dick to Hollywood, and it 
will be obvious why this area cannot have any more projects slipped through via MND's.

The HEALTH and SAFETY of the communities is at stake.

Mr. & Mrs. Jim Geoghan 
Whitley Heights

City files : AA-2017-1505-PMLA CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR and ENV-2017-1504-EAF.
Plans: Montecito Application; Montecito Parcel Map; Montecito Photo Exhibit; Montecito Plan Set;
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The Montecito project
1 message

Tyler Williams <tjwi!liams 1@gmail.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org, jordan.tumer@lacity.org, 
jojo.pewsawang@lacity.org
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, afine@laconservancy.org, councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org

Re: The Montecito project 
6650 Franklin ava
Hollywood CA 90028 .

Wed, May 31, 2017 at 5:08 PM

File # AA - 2017 -1505 - PMLA... CPC - 2017 - 1503 - DB-CU-SPR... ENV-2017-1504-EAF

Dear planning committee,
Please only allow this project to proceed with and environmental impact report.

The impact of putting another building on Franklin Avenue would create even more traffic than there already is. Not to 
mention the environmental impact of building on a known fault line.

I have been a resident on Franklin ave for over three years and can attest to the hassles of traffic to and from the 101 
especially on nights when there's a concert at the bowl. Adding another large residential building to the area would have a 
disastrous impact on the traffic in the neighborhood. Please consider preserving the open space area next to the 
Montecito. The the seniors who reside there enjoy the open areas.
Sincerely,
A concerned citizen.

\
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Montecito Project Case #AA-2017-1505-PMLA...CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR...ENV- 
2017-1504-EAF
1 message

Zoe Wedderburn <zwedderbum@gmail.com>
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org 
Cc: Kay D'Arcy <kaydarcy500@gmail.com>, cgshq@consrv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, 
afine@laconservancy.org

Sending on behalf of Kay D'arcy, resident at Montecito, 6650 Franklin 
Ave, Hollywood, CA

Sat, May 20, 2017 at 7:31 PM

Dear Ms. Monterrosa,

As a resident at The Montecito - see reference above -1 would like to 
formally request that the extension proposed to be erected to our 
building and joined by a walkway, be refused by The City Planners.

Reason 1. The traffic along Franklin is densely packed already - 
especially when " The Bowl" is in session and also the Premiers 
nearby draw in big crowds. Because of the streets leading up to 
Franklin being narrow - and in our case ( Cherokee ) with a vary 
steep gradient, the blockages that already occur means that often it 
is impossible to turn North as we exit our drive owing to backed up 
traffic. Dropping down to Hollywood and circumnavigating brings one to 
yet further streets going North being jammed as people fight to get on 
the 101 Freeway. It is also proposed that all the heavy equipment used 
for this project - exaction lorries etc.- should enter the site 
through our driveway which will have a problem negotiating both the 
narrow road and the slope. Residents in surrounding property will find 
it hard to use it as a through road,

Reason 2. Having seen a geographical picture taken by helicopter of 
the fault line that runs along and parallel to Franklin - and knowing 
that the comer site on Highland and Franklin was refused building 
some years ago because of this fault - it was a shock to discover 
that, with the fault clearly showing running under our building, there 
is a proposed building to be erected over it. Added to this a resident 
of The Montecito was shown the fault by a technician and allowed to 
photograph it whilst preliminary investigations were being made.

Reason 3. The air quality, as in many cities, is poor but for the past 
few years Hollywood has been surrounded with tall buildings being tom 
down or reconstructed The new building going up on the previously 
mentioned site on the comer of Highland and Franklin has caused a 
dust' fall out' which one can see on one's car and on ledges in the 
apartments. To know that there is a proposal to excavate under the six 
floored building for deep underground parking means that there will be 
a prolonged period of residents being subjected to close air 
pollution.

Reason 4, The safety of people living in the area is already at risk 
owing to the people living on the streets - or others trying to
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wexploit the vulnerable situation of the old - and our mailboxes have 
been broken into and homeless people found sleeping in corridors. If 
the proposed walkway comes off our Lobby into the new building then 
that is an added hazard as all their visitors and the residents 
themselves will be free to wander around our building and we won't 
know whether they belong or not.

Reason 5. The " Yard " itself has been well preserved by the owner and 
I is used by residents and their guests - not to mention that there are
I wild animals and birds living happily which add to the enjoyment of

people sitting out there. Truly, it's mature palms and Eucalyptus 
Trees together with the Arbor and surrounding shrubs and flowers, make 
one proud to be able to take friends down there. It is very disturbing 
to think that this ' oasis of calm in the middle of Hollywood should 
be tom apart for yet another construction site.

Hoping that you will consider these reasons when making your final 
recommendation.

Yours faithfully,

Kay D'Arcy

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and 
intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they 
are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify 
the sender. This message contains confidential information and is 
intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named 
addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. 
Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received 
this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. If you 
are not the intended recipient you are notified that disclosing, 
copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents 
of this information is strictly prohibited.

\
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Proof of Earthquake Fault Line re Montecito: CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR; ENV- 
2017-1504-EAF; AA-2017-1505-PMLA
1 message

njjonz@gmail.com <njjonz@gmail.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org 
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov, Malcolm Dougherty <malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov>, Lambert Giessinger 
<lambert.giessinger@lacity.org>, ldishman@laconservancy.org

Fri, May 19, 2017 at 12:07 PM

The attached photo is evidence that this project is right on top of the fault line, as confirmed by Saffan’s own geologist 
who was very proud to point out the fault line to me when I took this photo on August 10, 2016. This evidence is 
indisputable that this project cannot continue.

Sincerely,

Normajean Jonz
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EQ fault line under Montecito per Safran's geologists Aug 10, 2016.jpg
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Montecito project.,6650 Franklin Ave. Hollywood, Ca.ENV-2017-1504-EAF...CPC- 
201 7-1503-DB-CU-SPR
1 message

emma.riordan@aol.com <emma.riordan@aol.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org, jordan.tumer@lacity.org, 
jojo.pew5awang@lacity.0rg
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov; afine@laconservancy.org

Mon, May 15, 2017 at 4:14 PM

The Montecito project. 
6650 Franklin Ave. 
Hollywood, Ca.

AA-2017-1505-PMLA..CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR...ENV-2017-1504-EAF

Based on Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee recommendation to all attendees, stakeholders and 
PLUM Committee members, after The Montecito project was presented....

Iam contacting you to urge you that The Montecito Landmark building project, proposed for next door, on the beautiful park 
grounds require an EIR rather than be pushed through quickly as an MND.

There are too many unknowns, too many problems with this project, too 
project to the surrounding area, the next doorpre school, the senior center on Las Palmas, and to the Montecito landmark 
building and the residents that inhabit it.

It is a very very dangerous area with regards to traffic.

The street The Montecito is on, and faces, is a part of Franklin Ave. that quite literally is a corridor ofthrough traffic coming 
and going to freeway (101) entrances and exits both on Cahuenga Ave. and Highland Ave., and is located smack in between 
those two exits and entrances streets.

If you were to visit the area, you would understand..
Wilcox Ave, Cahuenga Ave, Highland Ave. are in constant gridlock.
Traveling north up to thelOl entrances, the streets drivers take to get to the 101, entrances are so backed up they sit not moving 
for long periods of time.
From Franklin north, to Selma Ave south they are in gridlock, trying to get to the freeway, and those that live here many times 
must find other out ofthe way routs to get to their homes.

Adding to that, making the problems even worse, quite a number ofoversized - for - the - area -hotels, on residential streets, are 
proposed for Wilcox Ave. and other streets, many in residential zones not meant for large hotels, do not have the infrastructure to 
support them, and the city unfortunately probably will appmve them.

The Caliber Collision (1921-1925) Wilcox Hotel only had an MND..U is a tiny stretch of Wilcox, the street carrying traffic exiting 
the 101 on Wilcox/Cahuenga..it's a nightmare.

Not only does Cahuenga get all jammed up there but this tiny stretch of Wilcox bottlenecks all the way up to the 101 exit. 
Wait time to turn onto Franklin from Wilcox north and south and Cahuenga north and south is sometimes four traffic lights. 
It gets jammed up and no one can get through. Heaven forbid an ambulance orfiretruck was trying to.
And someone thinks this is an OK spot for a hotel?
Seriously?
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It's pretty obvious, that those that make these decisions, that approve these projects, never visit or try to drive through the streets 
these projects are proposed.
And that's why EIR's MUST be required for projects that are so close to freeway entrances AND exits, and that will greatly impact 

f streets trying to get to and from them.

There are many other projects in the area, it is being way too overdeveloped, with no concerns for how dangerous it is now, and 
many don't go through the EIRprocedures to assure they are safe, environmentally, infrastructure, traffic-wise etc.

Since the city won't stop all the massive overdevelopment in the area, and a Mayor and councilmember who encourage all this 
overdevelopment... at least, PLEASE, make sure all the proper studies are done.
EIR's should be REQUIRED...and NOTMND's.

If it's a Hollywood Bowl night, or any of the other events in the area that close area streets, sometimes for days at a time leading 
up to the event, people basically know they won't be able to get home and eitherfind other things to do until the traffic calms 
down or sit in it for hours. >
It's not fun postponing the time you go home after a long day at work!

The area becomes paralyzed with:
Hollywood Blvd. Movie Premieres...streets closed
Jimmy Kimmel Live concerts outside of theatre....streets closed
Hollywood Bowl shuts down the area and surrvunding areas for hours..
John Anson Ford Theatre will be back soon...You should drive up near there to see what its like tiying to get on the 101 THERE 
and why traffic was backed up on Cahuenga and Wilcox down to SELMA AVE.!.
The Montecito is situated in the middle of all of this chaos.

A Highland/Franklin project, one block west of The Montecito is going up now, close to the active EQfault line (they 
reconfigured to avoid it, but so what? If a big one hits it puts puts everyone in the area in peril) that no one was able to build on 
for years, AT the SIXTH worst traffic intersection in the city, and got through via and MND, with no notification to neighborhood 
council, the community, or the pre school across the street... no one knew about the project, or any hearings, nothing., no 
community outreach or input..and the construction caused pregnant Moms and kids at the pre school to become ill, with doctor 
visits,jand it all got pushed through as an MND.
What if a healthy baby birth was compromised by this constmction?

Does the city ever learn any lessons?

I have personally seen drivers jump out of their cars on Wilcox, impatient and frustrated from sitting in non moving gridlock for 
way too long, waiting for two, three, four light changes to get through Franklin north to get to the freeway, or try to turn onto 
franklin, and have a fight in the street and it came to blows, and was frightening.
Wait until the hotels go up there and patrons get to see what we see regularly on the streets they going up on....which ofcourse 
will only get worse with all the hotels going up on those streets.

A neighbor sitting in this mess on Cahuenga got hit by another car, an impatient driver who must have been 'as mad as hell and 
could not take anymore’, so decided to get out of the gridlock ed lane go around it all and wound up hitting her and another car. 
She wound up in the hsopital 
Does the city take any responsibility? No.
Does not even require EIR's..would rather risk lives and public safety and push projects through faster.

Franklin Ave. is so backed up, right where The Montecito is, drivers make their way up into residential communities speeding 
through, exiting out onto Highland Ave. to get closer to the freeway entrance over on Highland Ave..
A dog was hit by one of these drivers in a historic Hills community that has no sidewalks on the main stretch these cars speed 
through.

There is also a Senior home on Highland Ave., Belmont Village and we have been told if a resident has to be taken in an 
emergency ambulance to Cedars hospital for an emergency on any of these event nights, the senior probably won't make it.

The Montecito also is for Seniors. And what if a resident there needs to be taken to Cedars for an emergency situation? 
Will they be able to get to them? To get them to the hospital in time?



r
Why would anyone even consider such a dangerous and possibly deadly project next door to seniors that will only make traffic 
worse?

Why would anyone consider and why would the city allow anyone to build a project on beautiful park like grounds so close to a 
Historic landmark, on a state confirmed active EQ fault line, also next door to a pre school and close to Las Palmas Senior 

Center?

Doesn 7 the city want MORE parks and open spaces?
Why destroy beautiffilpark like grounds, and open space, the senior residents use and enjoy, for another building that will only 
add more unmanageability to an already dangerous and unmanageable area?

Many questions were not answered at the HHWNC meeting.

If this is affordable housing, why are there requests for *more height and density than allowed?

Is this really an AHOS..Affordable Housing Opportunity Site being misrepresented as 100% affordable housing?

The Montecito is the tallest building in the area..and its magnificent and stately..is it OKfor a new construction to be as tall as a 
historic landmark like that, that it will be built next to it?

Alot of vague information EXCEPT when it came to them emphasizing over and over they CANNOT reflect or mirror in any way 
the beautiffil Historic Landmark..
So, many suspected this was sub-text that they have carte blanche to build whatever they want next to the stunning building.. 
Will it wind up an aesthetically unappealing, out of character industrial glass or tin box like what's going up all over 
Hollywood, cheaply and quickly?
Will it be a primary colored red tin box like other 'affordable' housing in the area?

With an MND, one hearing, all expedited to move the project through quickly, isn't this kind of'an anything goes' situation? 
And it's right next door to a beautiffil, majestic, Historic Landmark.

A bit of looking into (LA. Ethics Commission) shows alot of campaign contributions by the developer to many city 
politicos for many years., including the current city attorney, CD13 councilmember and mayor...

/ This is reminiscent of the Millennium Vine skyscraper projects and the Caltrans and State Geologist warnings were 
ignored and hefty campaign contributions enabled CD13, the mayor and all the city politicos who make decisions on 
projects to lie that potentially 'unsafe and dangerous' projects are safe, and they choose to risk lives and approve them 
in spite of all the danger warnings.

One hopes they will not allow this project, that may compromise a historic landmark treasure, building so close to or on an EQ 
fault line..or think it's a fair trade...risking lives for this project, for campaign contributions.

I urge you to do required EIR’s, and urge you to NOT APPROVE this potentially deadly and dangerous project.

Thank you,
Emma Riordan 
Hollywood resident
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Montecito • 6650 Franklin Ave: AA-2017-1505-PMLA / CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR / 
ENV-2017-1504-EAF
3 messages

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, cgshq@conserv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, 
info@laconservancy.org, jojo.pewsawang@lacity.org, jordann.tumer@lacity.org

Tue, May 9, 2017 at 5:13 PM

The Montecito - 6650 Franklin Ave: AA-2017-1505-PMLA / CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR / ENV-2017-1504-EAF

The Montecito Landmark project, at 6650 Franklin Ave. in Hollywood, should require a foil EIR, not an MND...

Among the reasons:

1) It is a Senior residence, and the added traffic could cause delayed EMS, LAPD, and LAFD, response time.

2) The Montecito is a HISTORICALLY DESIGNATED LANDMARK, and care must be taken to make sure it is preserved 
and not compromised by new development so close to it.

3) The property is on an active Earthquake fault line..building there must be done responsibly, delicately, and carefully, 
with thorough geological studies to assure The Historic Montecito is not compromised, that the project does not 
endanger the Montecito, it’s residents, the Canyon Pre-School and Las Palmas Senior Center next door, or the rest of 
the community.

4) The proposed project is in an area already overloaded with development adding to the gridlock in the area and trying to 
enter and exit the 101 freeway at Cahuenga and Wilcox,

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS - TRAFFIC, ETC. ...
PROJECTS IN THE AREA IMPACTING TRAFFIC TRYING TO ENTER AND EXIT THE 101 FREEWAY..... 
TOO MANY PROJECTS BEING APPROVED WITH NO EIR'S....but via MND's.
BELOW IS JUST A SAMPLING OF THE AREA PROJECTS.

I'm requesting the city NOT allow the proposed Montecito project be approved without proper EIR studies.
The project should not be approved at all, since it will destroy the beautiful park like grounds enjoyed by the senior 
residents, and how could the city approve this as they exclaim a lack of open space, and claim to be trying to create 
more, yet trample all over existing park like space for projects like this one.
The park like grounds may also be part of the historic parcels.
Also, how can the city even consider blocking the magnificent MONTECITO LANDMARK building with another building? 
It's A HISTORICALLY DESIGNATED BUILDING.

The developer is requesting more HEIGHT and DENSITY..The MONTECITO is the Tallest Building in the area. 
More Height and Density for AFFORDABLE HOUSING?
Is this an AHOS...Affordable Housing Opportunity Site...?
Is it really 100% affordable housing if additional height and density are being requested?.

Most important, how cruel and criminal to destroy the beautiful park like grounds for another project in an area suffocating 
with overdevelopment, and causing dangerous traffic in the area and trying to get to the 101 freeway..

Since The Montecito and the proposed project are for Seniors, there should be concerns EMS, LAPD, and LAFD will not 
be able to get to them if there's an emergency, with the gridlock in the area now, and getting worse every day.

At The (higher density) Hollywood Community Plan hearings, Pat Mcosker, then LAFD union president, warned city 
council:
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More density in Hollywood is dangerous and irresponsible.... 
People will die...
Fires will bum out of control...
We can't get to people now...
This is dangerous stuff.."

Will EMS be able to get to the Seniors? Or anyone else in the area waiting for an ambulance, or a fire truck, as area 
traffic gets worse with another development on Franklin Ave.?

The city needs to be more responsible and make sure this project, if it even is allowed there, and that's questionable, 
goes through EIR studies. .

The project sits on the Earth Quake Fault Line and any geological testing needs to be serious, and thorough.
For the safety of the community, the Seniors, and The Canyon Pre-School right next door, and the Las Palmas Senior 
Center.

The Highland-Franklin project construction, near The Montecito, has made pregnant mothers and children at the Canyon 
School ill, some wound up in the hospital.
They were never notified of that project.
It sits on an active EQ fault line, and is at the SIXTH worst intersection in the city and yet no EIR was required for the 
project..a property development was prohibited from building on for years due to the dangerous EQ fault line.
It only required an MND..at the sixth worst intersection in the city, on an EQ fault line...
This was extremely sloppy and irresponsible of the city.

The 1919-1925 Wilcox Hollywoodland (Caliber Collision) Hotel project is very close to the 101 Exit, and that tiny stretch 
of Wilcox (the WORST SPOT FOR A HOTEL) and Cahuenga get jammed with care exiting the 101, trying to turn onto 
Franklin and trying to go south.
Yet the city seems to think an MND would be adequate for this potentially dangerous, deadly area, and the additional 
traffic this hotel will add to the area..
This is irresponsible.

Wilcox, Cahuenga, Franklin... are in constant gridlock now going north to the 101 even without the Hollywood 
Bowl, Hollywood Blvd movie premiere street closures, Jimmy Kimmel Live events street closures, and 
upcoming John Anson Ford ... and some of those are all on the same nights..paralyzing the area...

It's time for the city to be RESPONSIBLE and stop placing community lives, and the lives of those driving through, to and 
from the 101, in DANGER with approval of so many projects with no EIR studies.

SOME Area Projects...

Franklin Ave....Is always in Gridlock.

1) Montecito Landmark., proposed affordable housing next to it wiping out park like grounds..requests more height and 
density .

2) Project going up at Franklin and Highland intersection..the sixth worst intersection in the city...building on 
state geologist confirmed active EQ fault line, that prohibited developers from building there for years..
No EIR , traffic studies, etc.
Instead, an MND.

3) Proposed project at Grace & Franklin...HCM Stokes Colonial Mansion parking lot..Small lot subdivision for four new 
homes on the small parking lot originally used to serve the Mansion....an MND....

Wilcox Ave....Is always in Gridlock



w4) 1717 Wilcox Avg. ...Whiskey Hotel ..on a residential zone street...in constant gridlock from Selma to Franklin trying to 
get up to the 101.

5) A block up from there..closer to the 101 freeway exit and entrances...
Proposed 1919-1925 Wilcox Ave. Hollywoodland Hotel Above Franklin @ Caliber Collision on a small stretch 

of Wilcox Ave. cars going west exiting the 101 wind up on ....Only needed an MND?

6) Wilcox Ave @ Hollywood Blv±...The large LeFrak project catty comer to Whiskey Hotel ...the S.E comer behind 
historic building on Hollywood Blvd. S.E. comer.

7) Wilcox Ave.Hotel... S.E. comer of Wilcox and Selma...catty comer to post office...

8) Wilcox Ave. Hotel...N.E. comer of Wilcox and Selma ... another Dream Hotel type project.

9) Wilcox Ave Hotel...east side of Wilcox below Selma, next to landmark Citizen News Building

10) Tommy Hotel..Selma Ave, between Wilcox and Shrader...Tommy Hotel proposed for south side of Selma, between 
MaMa Shelter Hotel and residential building..Three times the size of the buildings it will be between.

11) Hotel on north side of Selma, across street from Tommy Hotel, calling itself a 'boutique hotel' ..the neighborhood 
council it was presented to said its not remotely a 'boutique hotel', it's huge.

12) Triple Tower Skyscrapers going up on Las Palmas... Crossroads of the World skyscrapers..replacing a block or 
good residential housing stock.

13) Highrises going up all along Selma Ave.

14) Unlimited height skyscraper going up on Highland Ave. below Hollywood Blvd.. Another street gridlocked trying to 
get up to the 101 freeway.

15) Highrises and more skyscrapers going up on Highland at and below Hollywood Bl\d.

16) Highrises going up all along Las Palmas north of Hollywood Blvd. to Franklin Ave. .. 
Displacement issues.

17) Hotel at (north side of) Sunset and Cahuenga, where Jack in the Box now is.. LARGE...another MND

18) Many Hotels going up all along Cahuenga north of Sunset Blvd.

19) Whitley Ave ten story Hotel to replace low rise 40 RSO units, in a beautiful Hollywood character courtyard complex 
displacing over 100 residents, in a residential zoned area..
Twice the height of the residential buildings it will be crammed in between..
More displacement...for a HOTEL.

20) Cahuenga..S.E. comer of Cahuenga and Franklin..where Shell Station was.... to be developed..

21) Cahuenga..N.E. comer offeahuenga and Franklin...plumbing building ....to be developed ...
Developers have been trying to buy out Burt's Garage next door (north of it) for another Hotel project on Cahuenga.

north east comer of Yucca-Argyle..gridlocked traffic on Yucca, Argyle, Vine trying22) Yucca - Argyle skyscraper Hotel 
to get to 101 freeway there.

23) Yucca-Argyle Skyscraper on southwest comer

24) Vine St.... proposed project for east side of Vine St. south of Capitol Records Building.

25) Argyle, Vine, etc. many large projects finished and now being constructed in this area on these traffic laden streets. 
These are all streets gridlocked with cars trying to get to and on the 101 freeway entrance at Vine and ovsr at Cahuenga.

26) Many more projects, too many to list.



All these projects are impacting traffic trying to get to the 101 Freeway entrances on Cahuenga, and
Vine/Argyle
AND
Traffic exiting the 101 at Cahuenga.
AND
It's DANGEROUS.

On Hollywood Bowl nights (with extended season it goes on for many more months), John Anson Ford, Hollywood 
Premiere and Jimmy Kimmel Live street closures the area is totally paralyzed with gridlock.

And TOO MANY of these projects are slipping through as MND's...

Millennium Vine was shut down by a judge due to Caltrans problems with ..'deadly unsafe traffic' the project 
would make worse getting onto the 101 and 'inadequate traffic studies' -

How in good conscience can the city approve projects, with no proper EIR studies in this dangerous unsafe 
gridlocked area?

I beg you to require a full EIR for the proposed Montecito project..NOT an MND..
NOT when Seniors, and Pre-School Families, and Children are so close to, and part of the project.

William A. Miller 
Hollywood Ca.

City files : AA-2017-1505-PMLA CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR and ENV-2017-1504-EAF.
Plans: Montecito Application; Montecito Parcel Map; Montecito Photo Exhibit; Montecito Plan Set;

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org 
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov

Additional traffic information...

Wed, May 10, 2017 at 2:46 PM

The Montecito - 6650 Franklin Ave: AA-2017-1505-PMLA / CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR / ENV-2017-1504-EAF

The Montecito Landmark project, at 6650 Franklin Ave. in Hollywood, should require a full EIR, not an MND...

Among the reasons:

1) It is a Senior residence, and the added traffic could cause delayed EMS, LAPD, and LAFD, response time.

2) The Montecito is a HISTORICALLY DESIGNATED LANDMARK, and care must be taken to make sure it is preserved 
and not compromised by new development so close to it.

3) The property is on an active Earthquake fault line..building there must be done responsibly, delicately, and carefully, 
with thorough geological studies to assure The Historic Montecito is not compromised, that the project does not 
endanger the Montecito, it's residents, the Canyon Pre-School and Las Palmas Senior Center next door, or the rest of 
the community.

mailto:nyc.bill@aol.com
mailto:phillip.bazan@lacity.org
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:nick.hendricks@lacity.org
mailto:cgshq@consrv.ca.gov
mailto:malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov


r4) The proposed project is in an area already overloaded with development adding to the gridlock in the area and trying to 
enter and exit the 101 freeway at Cahuenga and Wilcox and Highland Ave.

It is between Highland Ave. and Cahuenga Ave. and has through traffic going to the 101 freeway entrances and and from 
the 101 exits both on Highland Ave. and Cahuenga Ave..

It gets so backed up, angry drivers, out of frustration get off of Franklin Ave., drive up through the Hollywood Hills, speed 
through the residential historic neighborhood, Whitley Heights, to get out onto Highland Ave., avoiding Franklin Ave. traffic 
to get onto the 101 freeway...
Only a few Whitley Heights streets have sidewalks, very narrow sidewalks, so it's not safe anymore for residents to walk 
with dogs and children.
The Montecito is right below.

[Quoted text hidden]

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com>
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org, phillip.bazan@lacity.org 
Cc: malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, cgshq@consrv.ca.gov

Here's how a developer gets the city to allow him to destroy beautiful OPEN SPACE ..PARK LIKE GROUNDS..enjoyed 
by Senior Residents..alongside a Historic Landmark and wipes that out to build yet another building, next to it, on a state 
confirmed active EQ fault line..obstructing the Landmark Building and placing the Historic Landmark Building in jeopardy 
of being blocked from vew, or damaged, and placing the safety of The Landmark Building residents, the neighboring pre 
school and senior center, at risk if an EQ hits, and adding to the already intolerable traffic in the area, on Franklin, the 
throughway of all the traffic from Highland and Cahuenga going to and from the 101 entrances and exits.
This is how projects get 'exedited', how MND's are even considered, when obvously projects such as this one require full 
EIR's, and how projects get approved that never should be.

Thu, May 11, 2017 at 5:12 PM

L.A. Ethics Commission
http://ethics.lacity.org/disclosure/campaign/search/public_search_results.cfrn?
[Quoted text hidden]

mailto:nyc.bill@aol.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:nick.hendricks@lacity.org
mailto:phillip.bazan@lacity.org
mailto:malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov
mailto:cgshq@consrv.ca.gov
http://ethics.lacity.org/disclosure/campaign/search/public_search_results.cfrn
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CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR; ENV-2017-1504-EAF; AA-2017-1505-PMLA
1 message

Terry Stepusin <terrys805@att.net>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org 
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, ldishman@laconservancy.org

Thu, May 11, 2017 at 2:35 PM

Per the suggestion of the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee and as a neighborhood 
stakeholder, I am requesting that the proposed Montecito construction project at 6650 Franklin Ave, Los Angeles, CA., 
90028 go through the full process of an EIR. Environmental Impact Report, and not a MND, Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the following reasons.

CA State law states it is unlawful to build on an earthquake fault. This site sits on top of an existing earthquake 
fault line(the Hollywood fault). This fault line has already been deemed to be too unsafe for the nearby Millennium Project 
at Yucca St. and Vine St. to go forward. The results of building on The Montecito site may provs to be too dangerous 
and risky for this type of high density housing development in an already high density neighborhood.

The health of area residents will be at risk, especially occupants of The Montecito and adjacent properties. The 
Montecito building currently houses over 118 senior residents. Many residents have serious health conditions such as 
asthma, allergies, respiratory issues and cancer. Their welfare and health concerns must be considered, since future 
ongoing construction will negatively impact their mental, emotional, and physical health and well-being. This is 
evidenced by the students at the “Canyon Nursery School” whose students' health has already been compromised by the 
result of the ongoing new construction at the comer of N. Las Palmas and Franklin Avs. which is directly across the 
street from the school. Also, adjacent to the proposed building site in question is "The Las Palmas Senior Center" which 
serves seniors on a weekday basis must also be considered. Many of these seniors suffer from serious conditions. What 
impact will this project have on the air quality, noise pollution and the general safety of all persons in the area should it go 
forward? More construction on a site that abuts to their property lines would only add insult to injury. More studies need
to be done.

Traffic studies should be performed. The additional burden, on the already over taxed area traffic patterns, that this 
construction will produce should be reviewed. Franklin Ave. and the neighborhood streets surrounding the proposed site 
of The Montecito historic landmark is already suffering the impact of high traffic volume and congestion. This traffic 
includes, but is not limited to, vehicles using Franklin Ave. between Highland Ave. and Cahuenga Blvd. for the purpose of 
entering and exiting the 101 Freeway at both Cahuenga Blvd. and Highland Ave. The additional burden, which will be 
created by an increase of slow moving, massively sized, heavy trucks and equipment, associated with this proposed 
construction on Franklin Ave. and Cherokee Ave., needs to be addressed. The area of Franklin Ave. involved is one lane 
going east, and one lane going west; Cherokee Ave. is one lane going north and one lane going south. Both streets 
have bumper to bumper parked vehicles on both sides of the street.

Essential services will be hampered. Franklin Ave. between Highland Ave. and Cahuenga Blvd. is already a well 
travelled and congested street. Traffic becomes even more frustrating during 
to open “The John Anson Ford Theater.” This gridlock becomes so serious on Franklin Ave. that essential services such 
as the police department, fire department and EMS have great difficulty accessing those in need in the neighborhood 
using Franklin Ave. and the surrounding streets (i.e. Cherokee Ave., Las Palmas Ave., Grace Ave., and Whitley Ave).
I have witnessed this first hand. Thus, the cumulative impact of increased gridlock created by massive, heavy and slow 
moving construction vehicles clogging these streets during construction, combined with the existing daily gridlocked 
traffic congestion, could prove to be deadly in some cases.

Hollywood Bowl” season and the soon

View sheds will be hampered. The Montecito is the tallest building in the area. It stands 10 stories tall on Franklin.
It is listed on the National Register of Historic Places as an historic landmark. According to their guidelines: a) no 
designated landmark shall have its view obstructed; b) new construction should avoid obscuring, damaging, 
or destroying character-defining features of these buildings or the site; c) must not attempt to replicate historic buildings 
elsewhere on the site; d) an historic building surrounded by open space must not be crowded with dense 
development The proposed project, which will be 6 stories with a rooftop structure composed of approximately 2

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:terrys805@att.net
mailto:phillip.bazan@lacity.org
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:nick.hendricks@lacity.org
mailto:cgshq@consrv.ca.gov
mailto:malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov
mailto:ldishman@laconservancy.org


_ additional stories, making the total structure 7-8 stories tall (almost as tall as The Montecito). The project exceeds
neighborhood height restrictions. The height of this new structure will not only interfere with the views of the neighboring 
dwellings but also the view shed of The Montecito.

With the above in mind, I respectfully request a full Environmental Impact Report to address the above concerns 
and not a MND on this proposed construction project.

I would appreciate a response please.

Regards,
Terrence Stepusin
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CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR; ENV-2017-1504-EAF; AA-2017-1505-PMLA
1 message

njjonz@gmail.com <njjonz@gmail.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org 
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, ldishman@laconservancy.org

Thu, May 11, 2017 at 1:05 PM

SUBJECT

City files: CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR ; ENV-2017-1504-EAF ; AA-2017-1505-PMLA

Plans: Montecito Application: Montecito Parcel Map; Montecito Photo Exhibit; Montecito Plan Set

On May 4, 2017, I attended the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee Meeting when the subject 
project was presented. The PLUM Committee recommended to the stakeholders, of which I am one, that we reach out to 
City Planning due to the fact that 6650 Franklin Ave should not be going through a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) 
and instead should be going through a full EIR (Environmental Impact Report).

Based on the recommendations of the PLUM Committee, I am requesting that this project go through the regular 
process of the required full EIR rather than being *expeditiously pushed through* with an MND.

A few reasons...

The new project will sit atop the Hollywood Earthquake Fault (See 3 attachments)

• The California State Geologist, John G. Parrish, Ph.D., confirmed the Hollywood Fault to be active. Attorney 
Robert Silverstein, representing Hollywood residents in a successful lawsuit against the Millennium Project, proved 
this fact to be true. This is a precedent set forth, and perhaps it needs to be the “gold standard” for proposed 
construction on/in the Hollywood Fault zone.

• It is illegal under State law to build on top of a fault. New construction on a fault/in a fault zone is not only illegal, it 
is irresponsible.

• The subject project owner/developer contracted geological soils testings but those excavations were performed only 
in a few select areas of the Montecito parking lot, within close proximity of each other; however, no geological tests 
were performed in the Courtyard.

• Lives will be at risk with potential deadly results, as well as The Montecito Historic Landmark, and the Las Palmas 
Senior Center and the Canyon Nursery school whose property line abuts the Montecito Courtyard and Parking Lot,

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:njjonz@gmail.com
mailto:njjonz@gmail.com
mailto:phillip.bazan@lacity.org
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
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mailto:cgshq@consrv.ca.gov
mailto:malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov
mailto:ldishman@laconservancy.org


1

k,and the apartment building whose property line abuts the Montecito Parking Lot on the south side, all may be in 
danger by building on this site.

Density and Traffic in the Area

• CalTrans has previously waved a major red flag by stating traffic in this area creates a deadly situation with the 101 
on/off ramps, vehicles trying to get to/from the 101.

• The existing constant, unsafe gridlock already causes dangerous slower response times for EMS, LAPD, and 
LAFD. This environment is clearly unsafe. The area does not need more projects being slipped through with MNDs.

• This project will cause more traffic congestion in an already highly congested, gridlock area with major traffic jams 
and often angry drivers.

• The Montecito is located on Franklin Ave between Highland Ave to the west and Cahuenga Blvd/Wilcox Ave to the 
east, basically in the heart of the gridlock, and compounded by Franklin being only one lane either direction between 
Las Palmas and Wilcox where Montecito is located.

• Highland Ave at Franklin Ave is the one of the most congested traffic locations in the city with vehicles trying to get 
in/out of Hollywood onto/off the 101, as well as gridlock on Cahuenga/Wilcox on/off the 101.

• Pedestrians are at greater risk of being injured or killed with existing traffic much less adding more traffic jams to 
the congested, gridlocked mix.

• Many vehicles travel at high speeds up the steep Whitley Ave hill north of Franklin. I have personally witnessed 
vehicles speeding recklessly attempting to circumvent the gridlock on Franklin. On countless occasions while I have 
been taking walks in the residential Whitley Heights hills where there are no sidewalks, I have been forced to hastily 
retreat from the path of speeding, oncoming cars. It is extremely dangerous and is particularly worsened during 
events such as the Hollywood Bowl.

• The Montecito is located on the southwest quadrant of Franklin/Cherokee which is a congested and dangerous 
area with numerous accidents occurring frequently with cars often backsliding down the steep grade of Cherokee. •

• In addition to the heavy, gridlocked day-to-day traffic, there is further congestion and gridlock resulting from, to 
name only a few, the Hollywood Bowl traffic and its subsequent street closures, Jimmy Kimmel Show events and 
street closures, Walk of Fame Star ceremonies, movie premieres, Academy Awards, Dolby Theatre, John Anson 
Ford Theatre, heavy tourist crowds, heavy crowds of local Los Angeles residents, clubs and restaurants, Hollywood 
Highland Center, and many other nearby street closures, and the day-to-day flow of work-week traffic in and out of 
this area create a deadly environment due to the fact that the Fire Dept., EMS, and LAPD have difficulty now trying to 
reach people in emergency distress situations.



r • The Montecito is the tallest building in the area. The developer is requesting more density and height which will 
negatively impact the entire area further.

• The architect’s renderings that were presented at the meeting were deceptive, not to scale. The new project 
appeared more as a squatty “cottage” to be constructed next to The Montecito. In reality, the project is proposed for 
6 stories height variance (which should not be approved) PLUS a rooftop structure of an additional 1-2 stories, for a 
total of 7-8 stories in height. In reality, it will be almost as tall as The Montecito historic landmark!

• Montecito resident parking will be eliminated during construction; already overcrowded street parking and traffic will 
be negatively impacted further.

• Adequate traffic studies need to be done for the safety of the community (which includes the seniors at The 
Montecito and the Belmont Village seniors on Highland Ave near the Hollywood Bowl) due to the existing, already 
dangerous gridlock area with vehicles trying to get onto/off the 101.

Air Quality

• Air quality will be negatively impacted from constant airborne construction dirt; detrimental to asthma, allergy, and 
respiratory sufferers, other illnesses, and will exacerbate conditions.

• Construction in the Montecito Courtyard will be detrimental to the physical (and emotional) health and well-being of 
Montecito residents, many of whom already suffer from illnesses such as cancer, respiratory/asthma/allergies, some 
residents are on oxygen tanks. Subjecting them to such a close-proximity and hazardous, uninhabitable environment 
for approximately two years may prove deadly for some Montecito residents.

• Tbe Montecito construction project will create another negative impact to the Las Palmas Senior Center and to the 
Canyon Nursery School children, as they are adjacent on the west side, which will cause an unhealthy, noisy and 
dirty environment basically in their backyard the intrusion of the Montecito project construction dirt and traumatizing 
noise intruding directly on top of them.

o Several pregnant mothers and children have reported they have made trips to the hospital/ER, sick with 
respiratory problems and illness caused by poor air quality from the current, ongoing construction of a new 
apartment building located across the street from the Canyon Nursery School on Las Palmas/Franklin.

National Historic Landmark Issues

• All Montecito parcels are tied together, tied to the Historic Landmark and should remain that way. The permit 
application requesting to untie them should be denied.

• The new proposed project will be approximately 8 stories in height, almost as tall as the National Register of 
Historic Places designated landmark, The Montecito, which is 10 stories tall, thus creating numerous additional 
issues regarding the following guidelines as stipulated by the National Park Service which oversees the National 
Register of Historic Places in which Tbe Montecito is listed, including but not limited to:

Related new construction - including buildings, driveways, parking lots, landscape improvements and other 
new features - must not alter the historic character of a property. A property’s historic function must be evident 
even if there is a change of use.

o



o The location of new construction should be considered carefully in order to follow the setbacks of historic 
buildings and to avoid blocking their primary elevations. New construction should be placed awav from or at the ^
side or rear of historic buildings and must avoid obscuring, damaging, or destroying character-defining y
features of these buildings or the site.

o Protecting the historic setting and context of a property, including the degree of open space and building 
density, must always be considered when planning new construction on an historic site. This entails 
identifying the formal or informal arrangements of buildings on the site, and whether they have a distinctive urban, 
suburban, or rural character. For example, a historic building traditionally surrounded bv open space must 
not be crowded with dense development.

o New construction should also be distinct from the old and must not attempt to replicate historic buildings 
elsewhere on site and to avoid creating a false sense of historic development.

o Historic landscapes and significant viewsheds must be preserved.

Furthermore, there are approximately 20 new projects in Hollywood including the proposed Montecito project (ALL of 
which need/needed a full EIR, not an MND) http://urbanize.la/neighborhoods/hollywood located in areas that have a 
cumulative, negative impact on traffic, safety, health, density and/or on/in the Hollywood Fault line/zone.

The new project at The Montecito is a high-risk area for a potential deadly earthquake disaster being built on top of the 
active Hollywood Fault, and also high-risk due to potential deadly traffic conditions, and all the reasons stated in this 
email.

An MND is inadequate. The Montecito project needs a full EIR, rather than an MND designed to slip it through.

At your earliest convenience, I would appreciate a response.

Thank you,

Normajean Jonz

3 attachments

Hollywood EQ Fault under Montecito.jpg
126K

http://urbanize.la/neighborhoods/hollywood
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Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@iacity.org>

Case # Correction...6650 Franklin Ave...AA-2017-1505-PMLA... CPC-2017-1503-DB- 
CU-SPR .. ENV-2017-1504-EAF.
1 message

poonsy6603@a o I. com < poonsy6603@aol. com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org 
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov info@laconservancy.org, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov

Thu, May 11, 2017 at 12:18 AM

AA2017-1505-PMLA 
CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR 
ENV-2017-1504-EAF.

To Whom It Concern,

The Montecito Landmark project, proposed plans to build on The Montecito's park grounds, at 6650 Franklin Ave. in 
Hollywood, should require a frill EIR, not an MND...

At the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee meeting last week, after the Montecito project 
presentation, the PLUM Committee recommended stakeholders contact Dept, of City Planning and let them know this 
project should require a full EIR (Environmental Impact Report) not be reviewed via an MND (Mitigated Negative 
Declaration)

Some of the reasons it should have a full EIR...proper Environmental impact Report are:

Traffic...
Traffic is in constant gridlock in the area and close proximity to the 101 freeway entrances and exits..
Area streets..Franklin, Wilcox, Cahuenga, etc. many trying to enter the 101 going north at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin, 
and exit the 101 at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin going south...
These streets are dangerously in constant gridlock.
The Cahuenga freeway entrance above Franklin is a total nightmare.

The developer is requesting more height and density.
The Montecito is the tallest building on Franklin Ave. in the area.
A project this size will add a significant amount of traffic to the area.

Cumulative effects of all the projects in the area..over 20..many are being approved with no EIR's but via MND's and the 
streets leading up to the 101 are backed up down to Sunset Blvd., and sometimes as far south as Selma Ave.where 
there are also many, many large new projects going up on Sunset Blvd., Selma Ave., Wilcox Ave., and Cahuenga Ave.. .

The gridlock is caused by drivers trying to get north onto the 101 at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin, and south exiting the 101 
at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin.

Additional projects are going up all along Wilcox and Cahuenga, from Franklin, north, to Selma, south..
And skyscrapers east at Yucca/Argyle, and surrounding The Capitol Records Building at Argyle, Vine, etc... 
All affect not only the jammed 101 freeway entrance at Argyle/Vine but traffic trying to get to the 101 freeway at 
Cahuenga..
Causing Franklin/Cahuenga/Wilcox gridlock...

There's a project going up now at Franklin and Highland, one block east of The Montecito.

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@iacity.org
mailto:phillip.bazan@lacity.org
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:nick.hendricks@lacity.org
mailto:cgshq@consrv.ca.gov
mailto:info@laconservancy.org
mailto:malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov


It's the the sixth worst intersection in the city..
Highland traffic is in constant gridlock, and it leads to another 101 freeway entrance 

V The project is being constructed on a property where construction had not been allowed for years since it sits on an 
active EQ fault line.
It had no EIR, no outreach to the communities.
It's across the street from Canyon pre-school and Las Palmas Senior Center, who were never notified of the project, and 
construction made parents and children ill at the pre-school.
It should have required an EIR, but was slipped through via an MND.

The traffic turns from gridlock to totally paralyzing the area on Hollywood Bowl nights, Hollywood Blvd. Movie Premiere 
and Jimmy Kimmel Live street closures, and John Anson Ford will be up and running soon.
Some nights more than one of these events is going on.

The gridlock in the area raises concerns regarding response times in emergencies.
The Montecito is a Senior residence...
Belmont Village, a Senior home, is on HighlandAve. right below The Hollywood Bowl and the 101...a part of Highland Ave. 
in constant gridlock..exiting and entering the 101.

Franklin Ave. is at the base of the Hollywood Hills, and it's very difficult to get through the heavy traffic up to the 
Hollywood Hills..
EIR studies need to be done to assure EMS, LAPD, and LAFD can get through the area in cases of emergencies. 
Proper traffic and environmental studies should be required.

EQ fault line...
The building is a Historic Landmark and building anything so close, on or near an EQ Fault line may compromise the 
historic building..a proper EIR and geological testing will better protect the historic building and the surrounding area.

There are safety concerns for The Montecito and area residents and businesses, and also due to the close proximity of 
Canyon Pre-School, and Las Palmas Senior Center to a new construction building on, or close to, the EQ fault line

We are Community Stakeholders following up, requesting EIR studies be required for this project, on the 
recommendation of Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council Plum Committee after the project was presented at a 
PLUM Committee meeting..

The Montecito Landmark project, at 6650 Franklin Ave. in Hollywood, should require a foil EIR, not an MND...

To vew the many projects proposed for, and being built in this area now, visit UrbanizeLA and click to Hollywood, and it 
will be obvous why this area cannot have any more projects slipped through via MND's.

The HEALTH and SAFETY of the communities is at stake.

Mr. & Mrs. Jim Geoghan 
Whitley Heights

City files : AA-2017-1505-PMLA, CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR and ENV-2017-1504-EAF.
Plans: Montecito Application; Montecito Parcel Map; Montecito Photo Exhibit; Montecito Plan Set;



Jenna Monterrosa 
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.MonterrosaOlacity.org

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEARefer To:

I am against having the Montecito property become part 
of a traffic nightmare in Hollywood for two years. For 
what? The end result will be more boxes squeezed together 
for too many people in too little space. v ;

The current 1 0-story beautiful building, with a nice touch 
of ground-level trees, and a parking lot at the bottom of a 
small hill seems to use the property just fine. At 118 
units, it appears to do quite well in accommodating a good 
number of people.

On the other hand, what type of torture will these older people 
have to endure as they have to live every day with the 
construction right under their noses and in their lungs?

Have some sense. Consider quality of life.

Don't permit this project to go forward.

P* yriW AmA-.From:

Address: !2L

Q



Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Dept, of City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 Los
Angeles, CA 90012
Jenna.MonterrosaQlacity. org

To:

Mtb________
3

FROM:

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEARE:

I am against the proposed 6-story addition to the Montecito 
Apartments at Franklin and Cherokee in Hollywood.

little mistakes",If the developer and City Planning have made 
like the wrong property address, so that a new Sustainable 
Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA) had to be 
circulated, and that the City of Los Angeles gave inaccurate 
information in its March 1, 201 8 Sustainable Communities
Environmental Assessment (SCEA), What else is inaccurate and has been 
rushed through?.
The SCEA claimed "57 new parking spaces" without mentioning 
that 23 of those merely replaced those removed from the 
surface parking lot (57-23=34) . So, there's only 34 new 
spaces for 68 units. And over 70 useless bicycle spaces.

What else is wrong with this SCEA? Does it recognize that 
there's not enough room on this odd piece of property to 
take proper care of the elderly living on their own in 118 
units while major and unnecessary construction is going on 
for two years?

Please reject this SCEA and this horrendously misguided project.

Thank you,

L



To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.MonterrosaOlacity.org

i/n<LAaJFROM:

( jjjjVJ &\f L

*

Concerning: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

I oppose the planned demolition and construction on the 
Montecito Apartments property. Senior low income housing is 
needed, but this property, already loaded with people in 10 
stories, is not the right place for it.

You've got a lovely 10-story 1920's apartment building with 
118 units of low income elderly, 
it put in danger when trying to build in an earthquake fault 
zone. Then both buildings would be dangerous for the people 
who live in them.

We can't afford to have

How about the safety and health of the current residents as 
they would be forced to live for two years fenced in with 
dirt and noise and not even to easily get into and out of 
their own building? It doesn't make sense. Cancel this 
useless, dangerous project

Sincerely.
\



Jenna Monterrosa 
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org

Refer To: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

I am against having the Montecito property become part 
of a traffic nightmare in Hollywood for two years. For 
what? The end result will be more boxes squeezed together 
for too many people in too little space.

The current 1 0-story beautiful building, with a nice touch 
of ground-level trees, and a parking lot at the bottom of a 
small hill seems to use the property just fine. At 118 
units, it appears to do quite well in accommodating a good 
number of people.

On the other hand, what type of torture will these older people 
have to endure as they have to live every day with the 
construction right under their noses and in their lungs?

Have some sense. Consider quality of life.
Don't permit this project to go forward.

Jm&t:_____

.9£2>Z Dirl

■> G 300-65

1-From:

-<U
Address:
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ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

May 4, 2018

TO: Jenna Monterrosa 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1377 
Jenna.Monterrosa(5)lacitv.org 
Via Email

FROM: Kathleen Larsen 
P.O. Box 74458 
Los Angeles, CA 90004-0458 
(213) 321-5873 
kalert.finffivahoo.com

CASE NO.: ENV-2017-1504-SCEA 
Montecito II
Thomas Safran and Associates

Although safe affordable senior housing is seriously needed, the proposed Montecito II Project is a big 
gamble that is not worth the risk. The proposed project fails all concerned: owner / developer, with 
opportunity lost on more productive ventures, frazzled current residents, hemmed-in future occupants, 
neighbors deprived of the peaceful respite of a greenhouse gas reducing mini urban forest, and the City 
of Los Angeles blamed for all the failures.

It would exhibit tremendous foresight, applying current laws, for the City of Los Angeles and the 
Department of City Planning to realize that the Montecito property is a poor choice for FURTHER 
development. The property has already had almost nine decades as a productive stellar residential 
landmark. The property literally has no room for an additional 68 units.

The recent law promoting "fast-tracking" of housing developments, as represented by the Sustainable 
Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA), demonstrates its weakness when applied to the 
complex property of the Montecito. Being on the State Geologist's mapped sites of an earthquake fault 
zone, as well as inclusion in a liquefaction zone, seems to disqualify use of the SCEA, in favor of the more 
rigorous Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Safety demands a more thorough investigation of hazards 
by experts free of conflict of interest.

"Project Description" in the SCEA notes: "No demolition is proposed to the existing building". Yet two 
sentences later the SCEA states: "Building A (current building) and Building B (proposed project) would 
be PHYSICALLY CONNECTED BY A NEW COMMON LOBBY..." Keep in mind that three sentences prior, 
the SCEA points out: "The Montecito (Building A)...is a registered National and California Historic 
Resource (1985)". The "detail" demanded by an EIR could add more clarity. Seems like projects 
qualifying for an SCEA wouldn't have such open questions about what is proposed to be done to a

1 | P a g e



ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

historic building. Appears there's strong evidence that the proposed project should have an EIR to 
examine, document, and evaluate what's planned. Looks like use of the SCEA should be disqualified.

It seems that no one has noticed the huge elephant in the room with the Montecito II Project: there is 
too little space to build the proposed project while 10-stories of vulnerable seniors live on-site during 
the two-year construction period. The concern goes beyond mere inconvenience. More attention is 
given construction worker wages in the SCEA than the health, safety, and well-being of at-risk seniors.

Of course, one could counter that it is not the job of the SCEA to address that issue. Exactly. What's 
needed is an EIR, not the inadequate SCEA. Perhaps the various Federal, California, and Los Angeles 
City agencies dealing with senior living facilities, Section 8, Veterans, etc. could become involved, too. It 
is quite costly to government when low income "independent living" seniors are unnecessarily exposed 
to conditions that could result in them needing more expensive care in "assisted living" - or worse.

Population of the 10-story Montecito will be about 120 during the 2-year construction period. The SCEA 
has 118 units listed. From drawings of plans, discussion sessions, and informal conversations, it appears 
that a total of 3 units will have compensated relocation during construction. So there will be 115 units 
occupied (118-3=115).

Remember, construction is going on in the proposed Building B, except, of course, for the contribution 
by Building A of part of its.west exterior wall, so it can be PHYSICALLY CONNECTED to Building B by a 
new common lobby. Building A will also be affected by the loss of two of its three pedestrian exit doors: 
the garden door is lost because the garden and its 27 mature trees will be obliterated to make room for 
part of Building B; the back door is lost because the surface parking will be deeply excavated to create 
space for subterranean parking and the remaining portion of Building B.

The SCEA doesn't address how for 2 years the 120 elderly residents will be able to safely exit the 
building. That's not the concern of the SCEA. However, it seems reasonable to want to know if there is 
an insurmountable safety obstacle before the owner / developer heavily invests in a project that will be 
impossible to complete. To assume away such an obstacle could end up being embarrassing and 
bankrupting.

Next, look at the remaining portion of the surface parking lot, containing the property's sole driveway 
on south sloping Cherokee Avenue, which will be blocked with construction trailers, equipment, 
material, and Porta potties, etc. For 2 years, how are the elderly residents in the current underground 
parking going to be able to get in and out with the driveway blocked?

Maybe such a problem could be assumed away. After all, how much travel would the elderly actually 
do? According to the SCEA, which had to answer just such a question for the proposed 68 units, the 
elderly would make 3.44 trips per unit per day. That is built on 50% inbound / 50% outbound. So, the 
new units would generate 234 daily trips (68 x 3.44 =234).

2 | P a g e



ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

If the Daily Trip Rate of 3.44 trips / unit is applied to the 115 units occupied during construction, it 

means that there will be 396 daily trips (115 x 3.44 = 396). If a conservative 6-day week is used, that 

translates into about 2,400 trips per week during construction (396 x 6 = 2,376).

Trip generation estimates are based on formulas published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers 

(ITE), TRIP GENERATION, 9th Edition, 2012. The project's transportation impact analysis was prepared by 

Linscott Law & Greenspan Engineers, dated October 20, 2016, and reviewed on January 26, 2017 by the 

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (DOT). In that report, Attachment 3, Trip Generation 

Table, Footnote 3, gave the Daily Trip Rate of 3.44 trips/unit, 50 % inbound /50% outbound for Senior 

Adult Housing (ITE Land Use Code 252). .<

The problem is the SCEA's only chore was to look at what the proposed future 68 units would generate. 

The report, with the concurrence of DOT, determined that there would be insignificant impact. There 

was no obligation for the report and the underlying SCEA to look at the effect on current residents. So, 

the coming plight of actual residents was again ignored.

The questions raised above are quite serious for the vulnerable population already living on the 

Montecito property. Unfortunately, they are provided zero protection or even recognition in the SCEA, 

including its supporting documents. Perhaps lawmakers and planners didn't anticipate that a future 

senior housing project would be a potentially lethal threat to the health and safety of current elderly 

residents.

This is not a matter that can be just swept aside. The weakness of the fast-track method is that it merely 

looks at how things will be after the project is magically completed. In the case of the Montecito 

property, with complications of earthquake fault line proximity, liquefaction zone inclusion, and a 

pronounced hillside location, there is the real potential to undermine an existing, elderly occupied 10- 

story building at the already hazardous junction of two narrow, crowded, sloping streets.

The owner / developer needs to seriously consider if the Montecito II, representing a mere 1% of his 

units, is worth the costs in money, reputation and potential liability that could be quite substantial.

Perhaps the owner / developer, who has done significant due diligence, will save everyone unnecessary 

stress and withdraw the proposed project, transferring that needed expertise to properties that are 

suitable for development, not like the quirky Montecito property.

Please REJECT this SCEA.

3 | P a g e



#
Connect
^ Create
■ Collaborate Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Montecito Project (AA-2017-105-PMLA)
1 message

Tue, Jun 6, 2017 at 8:08 AMMeredith Brayley <meredithbrayley@gmail.com> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org 
Cc: chris.robertson@lacity.org

Hello Jenna,

I am a parent at Canyon School Cooperative, located at 1820 N. Las Palmas Ave. I 

would like to express my concerns regarding the Montecito project planned at 6650 

Franklin Avenue. Due to the close proximity to a completely outdoor preschool, we 

request a full EIR should be required for this project.

Last Fall, our school was heavily impacted by the current development on the other 

side of Las Palmas, and we continue to have health and safety concern that remain 

unmitigated. Our primary concerns relate to air and noise pollution. Many of our kids 

developed health issues as a direct result of the current construction across the 

street, and we also had impacts on our green space (the dust killed our grass and

to toxins). Our enrollment directly suffered as 

well, threatening the existence of our nearly 70 year old neighborhood preschool.

our sand needed to be replaced

To stress, the Montecito project is directly adjacent to and uphill from an outdoor 

preschool where developing neighborhood children play. There is no place for them

the environmental impacts would causeto retreat to during construction, a 

permanent harm to the children and to the school.

Due to the significant impacts of the project, I hope you will take these issues 

under serious consideration and require a full Environmental Impact Report from the 

applicant.

Thank you!

Meredith Patterson Brayley (CA^IYON SCHOOL PAREMT)
Certified Holistic Health Coach & Consultant
ARBONNE International
Vegan Health, Wellness & Beauty
• UK • Canada • Australia • Poland • New Zealand • Taiwan

ID: #14530852 | 0:917.673.4988 
Facebook | Instagram

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:meredithbrayley@gmail.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:chris.robertson@lacity.org
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V Collaborate Jenna Monterrosa <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Montecito Project (AA-2017-105-PMLA)
1 message

Tue, Jun 6, 2017 at 12:37 PMAmy Mucken <muckena@gmail.com> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org 
Cc: chris.robertson@lacity.org

Hi Ms. Monterrosa

My name is Amy Mucken and I am a foster-mom and parent at Canyon School 

Cooperative, located at 1820 N. Las Palmas Ave. I would like to express my 

concerns regarding the Montecito project planned at 6650 Franklin Avenue. Due to

to a completely outdoor preschool, we request a full EIR bethe close proximi 

required for this project.

Our school is 3/4 located outside, so the atmosphere directly affects their health. 

Our neighbors are a Senior Center. Both populations need your wise attention.

Last Fall, our school was heavily impacted by the current development on the other

safety concern that remain 

of our kids

developed health issues as a direct result of the current construction across the 

street, and we also had impacts on our green space

replaced due to toxins). Our enrollment directly suffered as 

well, threatening the existence of our nearly 70 year old neighborhood preschool.

we continue to have health aside of Las Palmas, a 

unmitigated. Our primary concerns relate to air and noise pollution.

dust killed our grass

our sand needed to

To stress, the Montecito project is directly adjacent to and uphill from an outdoor 

preschool where developing neighborhood children play. There is no place for them 

to retreat to during construction, and the environmental impacts would cause 

permanent harm to the children and to the school.

Due to the significant impacts of the project, I hope you will take these issues 

under serious consideration and require a full Environmental Impact Report from the 

applicant.

Thank you!

Amy Mucken

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:muckena@gmail.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:chris.robertson@lacity.org


Connect
^ Create
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Montecito Project (AA-2017-105-PMLA)
1 message

Eric Fisher <eric.e.fisher@gmail.com> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org 
Cc: chris.robertson@lacity.org

Dear Jenna,

Tue, Jun 6, 2017 at 12:52 PM

I am a parent at Canyon School Cooperative Pre School, located at 1820 N. Las Palmas Ave. I would like to express my 
concerns regarding the Montecito project planned at 6650 Franklin Avenue. Due to the close proximity to-a completely 
outdoor preschool, we request a full EIR should be required for this project.

Last Fall, our school was heavily impacted by the current development on the other side of Las Palmas, and we continue 
to have health and safety concerns that remain unmitigated. Our primary concerns relate to air and noise pollution.

My son was bom 3 months prematurely and his lungs aren't developed as other kids his age. He did have respiratory 
issues during the beginning stages of the construction and we had to keep him out of school for the majority of it. 
other kids also developed health issues as a direct result of the current construction across the street, and we also had 
impacts on our green space (the dust killed our grass and our sand needed to be replaced due to toxins). Our enrollment 
directly suffered as well, threatening the existence of our 70 year old neighborhood preschool.

To stress, the Montecito project is directly adjacent to and uphill from an outdoor preschool where developing 
neighborhood children play. There is no place for them to retreat to during construction, and the environmental impacts 
would cause permanent harm to the children and to the school.

Due to the significant impacts of the project, I hope you will take these issues under serious consideration and require a 
full Environmental Impact Report from the applicant.

Thank you,

Eric Fisher
Canyon Co-op Preschool parent

mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:eric.e.fisher@gmail.com
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
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Montecito Project (AA-2017-105-PMLA)
1 message

Craig <mntn7@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: Craig <mntn7@sbcglobal.net>
To: "jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org" <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org>

Hello Jenna,

Tue, Jun 6, 2017 at 1:42 PM

I am a parent of a preschool student at the Canyon Cooperative School, on Las Palmas and Franklin.

Regarding the building project adjacent to the school property line:
It seems that the extreme close proximity to the school would trigger a full environmental study so 
that this project can be deemed safe for the kids and neighborhood. We hope that you are planning 
such a study.

Our family is all for affordable housing and we've been told that this project is designed to do that. 
But if it were to be at the expense of an affordable school; I'm sure you can see the need to protect 
an already existing asset. To say nothing of the loss of scarce green-space in the area.

The health risks to our children needs to be evaluated and I'm hoping that you agree.

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Craig Martin 
Canyon School Parent

mailto:cjenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:mntn7@sbcglobal.net
mailto:mntn7@sbcglobal.net
mailto:jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
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Montecito Project (AA-2017-105-PMLA) -- REQUEST FULL EIR
1 message

Ani Pereira Sekhon <bemadettepereira@gmail.com> 
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org 
Cc: chris.robertson@lacity.org

Mon, Jun 5, 2017 at 1:45 PM

Hello Jenna,

I am a long time parent at The Canyon School, Inc. (cooperative preschool located at 1820 N. Las Palmas Ave). I am 
concerned about the Montecito project planned at 6650 Franklin Avenue due to the close proximity to our completely 
outdoor preschool; therefore, we request a full EIR for this project.

Last Fall, our school was heavily impacted by the current development on the other side of Las Palmas and we continue 
to have health and safety concern that remain unmitigated. Our primary concerns relate to air and noise pollution (many 
of our kids developed health issues as a direct result of the current construction across the street including my asthmatic 
child, and we also had impacts on our green space as the dust killed our grass and our sand needed to be replaced due 
to toxins). Our enrollment and membership directly suffered as well, threatening the existence of our nearly 70 year old 
neighborhood preschool.

Remember, the Montecito project is directly adjacent to and uphill from an outdoor preschool where developing 
neighborhood children plav. There is no place for children ages 2-5 years old (including working parents with infants in 
carriers) to retreat to during construction, and the environmental impacts would cause permanent harm to the children 
and to the school.

Due to the significant impacts of the project, I hope you will take these issues under serious consideration and require a 
full Environmental Impact Report from the applicant.

Thank you!

Ani Pereira-Sekhon, J.D. & Vijay Sekhon, 
Canyon School Cooperative parents

mailto:cjenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
mailto:bemadettepereira@gmail.com
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mailto:chris.robertson@lacity.org
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Montecito Project (AA-2017-105-PMLA)
2 messages

Thu, Jun 1, 2017 at 1:30 PMHeather Fox <hfoxen@gmail.com>
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org
Cc: Chris Robertson <chris.robertson@lacity.org>

Hello Jenna,

I am a parent at Canyon School Cooperative, located at 1820 N. Las Palmas Ave. I would like to express 
my concerns regarding the Montecito project planned at 6650 Franklin Avenue. Due to the close proximity 
to a completely outdoor preschool, we request a full EIR should be required for this project.

Last Fall, our school was heavily impacted by the current development on the other side of Las Palmas, 
and we continue to have health and safety concern that remain unmitigated. Our primary concerns relate 
to air and noise pollution. Many of our kids developed health issues as a direct result of the current 
construction across the street, and we also had impacts on our green space (the dust killed our grass and 
our sand needed to be replaced due to toxins). Our enrollment directly suffered as well, threatening the 
existence of our nearly 70 year old neighborhood preschool.

To stress, the Montecito project is directly adjacent to and uphill from an outdoor preschool where 
developing neighborhood children plav. There is no place for them to retreat to during construction, and 
the environmental impacts would cause permanent harm to the children and to the school.

Due to the significant impacts of the project, I hope you will take these issues under serious consideration 
and require a full Environmental Impact Report from the applicant.

Thank you!

Heather Fox
Canyon School Cooperative parent

Orrin Feldman <vicepresident@hhwnc.org>
To: Heather Fox <hfoxen@gmail.com>, "jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org" <jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org> 
Cc: Chris Robertson <chris.robertson@lacity.org>

Thu, Jun 1, 2017 at 3:20 PM

Heather,

Thanks for your email.

Tonight's PLUM Committee meeting includes a presentation from The Montecito Team. It should be 
the first agenda item discussed. I hope you'll be there at The Durant Public Library to share your views 
there too.
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bug. I won't be there tonight, but th^Reeting will go on asUnfortunately, I'm at home ill wi 
scheduled

Orrin

From: Heather Fox <hfoxen@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 1, 20171:30 PM 

To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org 

Cc: Chris Robertson
Subject: Montecito Project (AA-2017-105- PM LA)

[Quoted text hidden]
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Tyler Williams <tjwilliams1@gmail.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org, jordan.tumer@lacity.org, 
jojo.pewsawang@lacity.org
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov malcoim.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, afine@laconservancy.org, councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org

Re: The Montecito project 
6650 Franklin ave
Hollywood CA 90028 ' ,

Wed, May 31, 2017 at 5:08 PM

File # AA - 2017 -1505 - PMLA... CPC - 2017 - 1503 - DB-CU-SPR... ENV-2017-1504-EAF

Dear planning committee,
Please only allow this project to proceed with and environmental impact report.

The impact of putting another building on Franklin Avenue would create even more traffic than there already is. Not to 
mention the environmental impact of building on a known fault line.

I have been a resident on Franklin ave for over three years and can attest to the hassles of traffic to and from the 101 
especially on nights when there's a concert at the bowl. Adding another large residential building to the area would have a 
disastrous impact on the traffic in the neighborhood. Please consider preserving the open space area next to the 
Montecito. The the seniors who reside there enjoy the open areas.
Sincerely,
A concerned citizen.
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2017-1504-EAF
1 message

Zbe Wedderburn <zwedderbum@gmail.com>
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org 
Cc: Kay D'Arcy <kaydarcy500@gmail.com>, cgshq@consrv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, 
afine@laconseivancy.org

Sending on behalf of Kay D'arcy, resident at Montecito, 6650 Franklin 
Ave, Hollywood, CA

Sat, May 20, 2017 at 7:31 PM

Dear Ms. Monterrosa,

As a resident at The Montecito - see reference above -1 would like to 
formally request that the extension proposed to be erected to our 
building and joined by a walkway, be refused by The City Planners.

Reason 1. The traffic along Franklin is densely packed already - 
especially when " The Bowl" is in session and also the Premiers 
nearby draw in big crowds. Because of the streets leading up to 
Franklin being narrow - and in our case ( Cherokee ) with a very 
steep gradient, the blockages that already occur means that often it 
is impossible to turn North as we exit our drive owing to backed up 
traffic. Dropping down to Hollywood and circumnavgating brings one to 
yet further streets going North being jammed as people fight to get on 
the 101 Freeway. It is also proposed that all the heavy equipment used 
for this project - exaction lorries etc.- should enter the site 
through our driveway which will have a problem negotiating both the 
narrow road and the slope. Residents in surrounding property will find 
it hard to use it as a through road,

Reason 2. Having seen a geographical picture taken by helicopter of 
the fault line that runs along and parallel to Franklin - and knowing 
that the comer site on Highland and Franklin was refused building 
some years ago because of this fault - it was a shock to discover 
that, with the fault clearly showing running under our building, there 
is a proposed building to be erected over it. Added to this a resident 
of The Montecito was shown the fault by a technician and allowed to 
photograph it whilst preliminary investigations were being made.

Reason 3. The air quality, as in many cities, is poor but for the past 
few years Hollywood has been surrounded with tall buildings being tom 
down or reconstructed The new building going up on the previously 
mentioned site on the comer of Highland and Franklin has caused a 
dust' fall out' which one can see on one's car and on ledges in the 
apartments. To know that there is a proposal to excavate under the six 
floored building for deep underground parking means that there will be 
a prolonged period of residents being subjected to close air 
pollution.

Reason 4, The
owing to the people living on the streets - or others trying to

of people living in the area is already at risk
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w ,exploit the vulnerable situation of tH^old - and our mailboxes have 
been broken into and homeless people found sleeping in corridors. If 
the proposed walkway comes off our Lobby into the new building then 

W that is an added hazard as all their visitors and the residents 
f themselves will be free to wander around our building and we won't

know whether they belong or not.

Reason 5. The " Yard " itself has been well preserved by the owner and 
is used by residents and their guests - not to mention that there are 
wild animals and birds living happily which add to the enjoyment of 
people sitting out there. Truly, it's mature palms and Eucalyptus 
Trees together with the Arbor and surrounding shrubs and flowers, make 
one proud to be able to take friends down there. It is very disturbing 
to think that this ' oasis of calm in the middle of Hollywood should 
be tom apart for yet another construction site.

Hoping that you will consider these reasons when making your final 
recommendation.

Yours faithfully,

Kay D'Arcy

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and 
intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they 
are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify 
the sender. This message contains confidential information and is 
intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named 
addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. 
Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you have received 
this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. If you 
are not the intended recipient you are notified that disclosing, 
copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents 
of this information is strictly prohibited.
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Montecito project.,6650 Franklin Ave. Hollywood, Ca.ENV-2017-1504-EAF...CPC- 
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emma.riordan@aol.com <emma.riordan@aol.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org, jordan.tumer@lacity.org, 
jojo.pewsawang@lacity.org
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, afine@laconservancy.org

Mon, May 15, 2017 at 4:14 PM

The Montecito project- 
6650 Franklin Ave. 
Hollywood, Ca.

AA-2017-1505-PMLA..CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR...ENV-2017-1504-EAF

Based on Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee recommendation to all attendees, stakeholders and 
PLUM Committee members, after The Montecito project was presented—

lam contacting you to urge you that The Montecito Landmark building project, proposed for next door, on the beautiful park 
grounds require an EIR rather than be pushed through quickly as an MND.

There are too many unknowns, too many problems with this project, too many potentially dangerous and deadly impacts ofthis 
project to the surrounding area, the next doorpre school, the senior center on Las Palmas, and to the Montecito landmark 
building and the residents that inhabit it.

It is a very very dangerous area with regards to traffic.

The street The Montecito is on, and faces, is a part of Franklin Ave. that quite literally is a corridor ofthrough traffic coming 
and going to freeway (101) entrances and exits both on Cahuenga Ave. and Highland Ave., and is located smack in between 
those two traffic congested and overloaded freeway exits and entrances streets.

If you were to visit the area, you would understand..
Wilcox Ave, Cahuenga Ave, Highland Ave. are in constant gridlock.
Traveling north up to thelOl entrances, the streets drivers take to get to the 101, entrances are so backed up 
for long periods of time.
From Franklin north, to Selma Ave south they are in gridlock, trying to get to the freeway, and those that live here many times 
must find other out

sit not moving

e way routs to get to their homes.

Adding to that, making the problems even worse, quite a number of oversized - for - the - area -hotels, on residential streets, are 
proposedfor Wilcox Ave. and other streets, many in residential zones not meant for large hotels, do not have the infrastructure to 
support them, and the city unfortunately probably will approve them.

The Caliber Collision (1921-1925) Wilcox Hotel only had an MND..it is a tiny stretch of Wilcox, the street carrying traffic exiting 
the 101 on Wilcox/Cahuenga.Jt's a nightmare.

Not only does Cahuenga get all jammed up there but this tiny stretch of Wilcox bottlenecks all the way up to the 101 exit. 
Wait time to turn onto Franklin from Wilcox north and south and Cahuenga north and south is sometimes four traffic lights. 
It gets jammed up and no one can get through. Heaven forbid an ambulance orfiretruck was trying to.
And someone thinks this is an OK spot for a hotel?
Seriously?
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It's pretty obvious, that those that mathese decisions, that approve these projects, never visit or try to drive through the streets 
these projects are proposed.
And that's why EIR's MUST be required for projects that are so close to freeway entrances AND exits, and that will greatly impact 
streets trying to get to and from them.

There are many other projects in the area, it is being way too overdeveloped, with no concerns for how dangerous it is now, and 
many don't go through the EIR procedures to assure they are safe, environmentally, infrastructure, traffic-wise etc.

Since the city won't stop all the massive overdevelopment in the area, and a Mayor and councilmember who encourage all this 
overdevelopment... at least, PLEASE, make sure all the proper studies are done.
EIR's should be REQUIRED...and NOTMND's.

If it's a Hollywood Bowl night, or any of the other events in the area that close area streets, sometimes for days at a time leading 
up to the event, people basically know they won't be able to get home and either find other things to do until the traffic calms 
down or sit in it for hours. ■
It's not fun postponing the time you go home after a long day at work!

The area becomes paralyzed with:
Hollywood Blvd. Movie Premieres...streets closed
Jimmy Kimmel Live concerts outside of theatre....streets closed
Hollywood Bowl shuts down the area and surrounding areas for hours..
John Anson Ford Theatre will be back soon... You should drive up near there to see what its like trying to get on the 101 THERE 
and why traffic was backed up on Cahuenga and Wilcox down to SELMA AVE.!.
The Montecito is situated in the middle of all of this chaos.

A Highland/Franklin project, one block west of The Montecito is going up now, close to the active EQfault line (they 
reconfigured to avoid it, but so what? If a big one hits it puts puts everyone in the area in peril) that no one was able to build on 
for years, AT the SIXTH worst traffic intersection in the city, and got through via and MND, with no notification to neighborhood 
council, the community, or the pre school across the street... no one knew about the project, or any hearings, nothing., no 
community outreach or input..and the construction caused pregnant Moms and kids at the pre school to become ill, with doctor 
visits, and it all got pushed through as an MND.
What if a healthy baby birth was compromised by this construction?

Does the city ever leant any lessons?

I have personally seen drivers jump out of their cars on Wilcox, impatient and frustrated from sitting in non moving gridlock for 
way too long, waiting for two, three, four light changes to get through Franklin north to get to the fi'eeway, or try to turn onto 
franklin, and have a fight in the street and it came to blows, and was fiightening.
Wait until the hotels go up there and patrons get to see what we see regularly on the streets they going up on....which ofcourse 
will only get worse with all the hotels going up on those streets.

A neighbor sitting in this mess on Cahuenga got hit by another car, an impatient driver who must have been 'as mad as hell and 
could not take anymore', so decided to get out of the gridlocked lane go around it all and wound up hitting her and another car. 
She wound up in the hsopital 
Does the city take any responsibility? No.
Does not even require EIR's..would rather risk lives and public safety and push projects through faster.

Franklin Ave. is so backed up, right where The Montecito is, drivers make their way up into residential communities speeding 
through, exiting out onto Highland Ave. to get closer to the fi'eeway entrance over on Highland Ave..
A dog was hit by one of these drivers in a historic Hills community that has no sidewalks on the main stretch these cars speed 
through.

There is also a Senior home on Highland Ave., Belmont Village and we have been told if a resident has to be taken in an 
emergency ambulance to Cedars hospital for an emergency on any of these event nights, the senior probably won't make it.

The Montecito also is for Seniors. And what if a resident there needs to be taken to Cedars for an emergency situation?
Will they be able to get to them? To get them to the hospital in time?



Why would anyone even consider such a dangerous and possibly deadly project next door to seniors that will only make traffic 
worse?

w-wrtWhy would anyone consider and why would the city allow anyone to build a project on beautiful park like grounds so close to 
Historic landmark, on a state confirmed active EQ fault line, also next door to a pre school and close to Las Palmas Senior 
Center?

Doesn't the city want MORE parks and open spaces?
Why destroy beautiful park like grounds, and open space, the senior residents use and enjoy, for another building that will only 
add more unmanageability to an already dangerous and unmanageable area?

Many questions were not answered at the HHWNC meeting.

If this is affordable housing, why are there requests for *more height and density than allowed?

Is this really an AHOS..Affoi4dable Housing Opportunity Site being misrepresented as 100% affordable housing?

The Montecito is the tallest building in the area..and its magnificent and stately..is it OKfor a new construction to be as tall as a 
historic landmark like that, that it will be built next to it?

Alot of vague information EXCEPT when it came to them emphasizing over and over they CANNOT reflect or mirror in any way 
the beautiful Historic Landmark..
So, many suspected this was sub-text that they have carte blanche to build whatever they want next to the stunning building.. 
Will it wind up an aesthetically unappealing, out of character industrial glass or tin box like what's going up all over 
Hollywood, cheaply and quickly?
Will it be a primary colored red tin box like other 'affordable' housing in the area?

With an MND, one hearing, all expedited to move the project through quickly, isn't this kind of'an anything goes' situation? 
And it's right next door to a beautifiil, majestic, Historic Landmark.

A bit of looking into (L.A. Ethics Commission) shows alot of campaign contributions by the developer to many city 
politicos for many years., including the current city attorney, CD13 councilmember and mayor...

This is reminiscent of the Millennium Vine skyscraper projects and the Caltrans and State Geologist warnings were 
ignored and hefty campaign contributions enabled CD13, the mayor and all the city politicos who make decisions on 
projects to lie that potentially 'unsafe and dangerous' projects are safe, and they choose to risk lives and approve them 
in spite of all the danger warnings.

One hopes they will not allow this project, that may compromise a historic landmark treasure, building so close to or on an EQ 
fault line..or think it's a fair trade...risking lives for this project, for campaign contributions.

I urge you to do required EIR's, and urge you to NOT APPROVE this potentially deadly and dangerous project.

Thank you,
Emma Riordan 
Hollywood resident
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Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, cgshq@conserv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, 
info@laconservancy.org, jojo.pewsawang@lacity.org, jordann.tumer@lacity.org

Tue, May 9, 2017 at 5:13 PM

The Montecito - 6650 Franklin Ave: AA-2017-1505-PMLA / CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR / ENV-2017-1504-EAF

The Montecito Landmark project, at 6650 Franklin Ave. in Hollywood, should require a full EIR, not an MND...

Among the reasons:

1) It is a Senior residence, and the added traffic could cause delayed EMS, LAPD, and LAFD, response time.

2) The Montecito is a HISTORICALLY DESIGNATED LANDMARK, and care must be taken to make sure it is preserved 
and not compromised by new development so close to it.

3) The property is on an active Earthquake fault line..building there must be done responsibly, delicately, and carefully, 
with thorough geological studies to assure The Historic Montecito is not compromised, that the project does not 
endanger the Montecito, it's residents, the Canyon Pre-School and Las Palmas Senior Center next door, or the rest of 
the community.

4) The proposed project is in an area already overloaded with development 
enter and exit the 101 freeway at Cahuenga and Wilcox,

ling to the gridlock in the area and trying to

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS - TRAFFIC, ETC. ...
PROJECTS IN THE AREA IMPACTING TRAFFIC TRYING TO ENTER AND EXIT THE 101 FREEWAY. 
TOO MANY PROJECTS BEING APPROVED WITH NO EIR'S....but via MND's.
BELOW IS JUST A SAMPLING OF THE AREA PROJECTS.

I'm requesting the city NOT allow the proposed Montecito project be approved without proper EIR studies.
The project should not be approved at all, since it will destroy the beautiful park like grounds enjoyed by the senior 
residents, and how could the city approve this as they exclaim a lack of open space, and claim to be trying to create 
more, yet trample all over existing park like space for projects like this one.
The park like grounds may also be part of the historic parcels.
Also, how can the city even consider blocking the magnificent MONTECITO LANDMARK building with another building? 
It's A HISTORICALLY DESIGNATED BUILDING.

The developer is requesting more HEIGHT and DENSITY..The MONTECITO is the Tallest Building in the area. 
More Height and Density for AFFORDABLE HOUSING?
Is this an AHOS...Affordable Housing Opportunity Site...?
Is it really 100% affordable housing if additional height and density are being requested?.

Most important, how cruel and criminal to destroy the beautiful park like grounds for another project in an area suffocating 
with overderelopment, and causing dangerous traffic in the area and trying to get to the 101 freeway..

Since The Montecito and the proposed project are for Seniors, there should be concerns EMS, LAPD, and LAFD will not 
be able to get to them if there's an emergency, with the gridlock in the area now, and getting worse every day.

At TTie (higher density) Hollywood Community Plan hearings, Pat Mcosker, then LAFD union president, warned city 
council:
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More density in Hollywood is dangerous and irresponsible.... 
People will die...
Fires will bum out of control...
We can't get to people now...
This is dangerous stuff.."

Will EMS be able to get to the Seniors? Or anyone else in the area waiting for an ambulance, or a fire truck, as area 
traffic gets worse with another development on Franklin Ave.?

The city needs to be more responsible and make sure this project, if it even is allowed there, and that's questionable, 
goes through EIR studies. .

The project sits on the Earth Quake Fault Line and any geological testing needs to be serious, and thorough.
For the safety of the community, the Seniors, and The Canyon Pre-School right next door, and the Las Palmas Senior 
Center.

The Highland-Franklin project construction, near The Montecito, has made pregnant mothers and children at the Canyon 
School ill, some wound up in the hospital.
They were never notified of that project.
It sits on an active EQ fault line, and is at the SIXTH worst intersection in the city and yet no EIR was required for the 
project..a property development was prohibited from building on for years due to the dangerous EQ fault line.
It only required an MND..at the sixth worst intersection in the city, on an EQ fault line...
This was extremely sloppy and irresponsible of the city.

The 1919-1925 Wilcox Hollywoodland (Caliber Collision) Hotel project is very close to the 101 Exit, and that tiny stretch 
of Wilcox (the WORST SPOT FOR A HOTEL) and Cahuenga get jammed with cars exiting the 101, trying to turn onto 
Franklin and trying to go south.
Yet the city seems to think an MND would be adequate for this potentially dangerous, deadly area, and the additional 
traffic this hotel will add to the area..
This is irresponsible.

Wilcox, Cahuenga, Franklin... are in constant gridlock now going north to the 101 even without the Hollywood 
Bowl, Hollywood Blvd movie premiere street closures, Jimmy Kimmel Live events street closures, and 
upcoming John Anson Ford ... and some of those are all on the same nights..paralyzing the area...

It's time for the city to be RESPONSIBLE and stop placing community lives, and the lives of those driving through, to and 
from the 101, in DANGER with approval of so many projects with no EIR studies.

SOME Area Projects...

Franklin Ave....Is always in Gridlock.

1) Montecito Landmark., proposed affordable housing next to it wiping out park like grounds..requests more height and 
density .

2) Project going up at Franklin and Highland intersection..the sixth worst intersection in the city...building on 
state geologist confirmed active EQ fault line, that prohibited developers from building there for years..
No EIR , traffic studies, etc.
Instead, an MND.

3) Proposed project at Grace & Franklin...HCM Stokes Colonial Mansion parking lot..Small lot subdivision for four new 
homes on the small parking lot originally used to serve the Mansion....an MND....

Wilcox Ave.... Is always in Gridlock



4) 1717 Wilcox Ave. ...Whiskey Hotel ..on a residential zone street...in constant gfiock from Selma to Franklin trying to 
get up to the 101.

5) A block up from there..closer to the 101 freeway exit and entrances...
Proposed 1919-1925 Wilcox Ave. Hollywoodland Hotel Above Franklin @ Caliber Collision on a small stretch 

of Wilcox Ave. cars going west exiting the 101 wind up on ....Only needed an MND?

6) Wilcox Ave @ Hollywood Blvd....The large LeFrak project catty comer to Whiskey Hotel ...the S.E comer behind 
historic building on Hollywood Blvd. S.E. comer.

7) Wilcox Ave.Hotel... S.E. comer of Wilcox and Selma...catty comer to post office...

8) Wilcox Ave. Hotel...N.E. comer of Wilcox and Selma ... another Dream Hotel type project.

9) Wilcox Ave Hotel...east side of Wilcox below Selma, next to landmark Citizen News Building

10) Tommy Hotel..Selma Ave, between Wilcox and Shrader...Tommy Hotel proposed for south side of Selma, between 
MaMa Shelter Hotel and residential building..Three times the size of the buildings it will be between.

11) Hotel on north side of Selma, across street from Tommy Hotel, calling itself a 'boutique hotel' ..the neighborhood 
council it was presented to said its not remotely a 'boutique hotel', it's huge.

12) Triple Tower Skyscrapers going up on Las Palmas... Crossroads of the World skyscrapers..replacing a block or 
good residential housing stock.

13) Highrises going up all along Selma Ave.

14) Unlimited height skyscraper going up on Highland Ave. below Hollywood Blvd.. Another street gridlocked trying to 
get up to the 101 freeway.

15) Highrises and more skyscrapers going up on Highland at and below Hollywood Blvd.

16) Highrises going up all along Las Palmas north of Hollywood Blvd. to Franklin Ave. .. 
Displacement issues.

17) Hotel at (north side of) Sunset and Cahuenga, where Jack in the Box now is.. LARGE...another MND

18) Many Hotels going up all along Cahuenga north of Sunset Blvd.

19) Whitley Ave ten story Hotel to replace low rise 40 RSO units, in a beautiful Hollywood character courtyard complex 
displacing over 100 residents, in a residential zoned area..
Twice the height of the residential buildings it will be crammed in between..
More displacement...for a HOTEL.

20) Cahuenga,.S.E. comer of Cahuenga and Franklin..where Shell Station was.... to be developed..

21) Cahuenga..N.E. comer of Cahuenga and Franklin...plumbing building ....to be developed ...
Developers havs been trying to buy out Burt's Garage next door (north of it) for another Hotel project on Cahuenga.

north east comer of Yucca-Argyle..gridlocked traffic on Yucca, Argyle, Vine trying22) Yucca - Argyle skyscraper Hotel 
to get to 101 freeway there.

23) Yucca-Argyle Skyscraper on southwest comer

24) Vine St.... proposed project for east side of Vine St. south of Capitol Records Building.

25) Argyle, Vine, etc. many large projects finished and now being constructed in this area on these traffic laden streets. 
"These are all streets gridlocked with cars trying to get to and on the 101 freeway entrance at Vine and o\«r at Cahuenga.

26) Many more projects, too many to list.



rAll these projects are impacting traffic trying to get to the 101 Freeway entrances on Cahuenga, and
Vine/Argyle
AND
Traffic exiting the 101 at Cahuenga.
AND
It's DANGEROUS.

On Hollywood Bowl nights (with extended season it goes on for many more months), John Anson Ford, Hollywood 
Premiere and Jimmy Kimmel Live street closures the area is totally paralyzed with gridlock.

And TOO MANY of these projects are slipping through as MND's...

Millennium Vine was shut down by a judge due to Caltrans problems with ..'deadly unsafe traffic' the project 
would make worse getting onto the 101 and 'inadequate traffic studies'

How in good conscience can the city approve projects, with no proper EIR studies in this dangerous unsafe 
gridlocked area?

I beg you to require a full EIR for the proposed Montecito project..NOT an MND..
NOT when Seniors, and Pre-School Families, and Children are so close to, and part of the project.

William A. Miller 
Hollywood Ca.

City files : AA-2017-1505-PMLA CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR and ENV-2017-1504-EAF.
Plans: Montecito Application; Montecito Parcel Map; Montecito Photo Exhibit; Montecito Plan Set;

Bill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org 
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov

Additional traffic information...

Wed, May 10, 2017 at 2:46 PM

The Montecito - 6650 Franklin Ave: AA-2017-1505-PMLA / CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR / ENV-2017-1504-EAF

The Montecito Landmark project, at 6650 Franklin Ave. in Hollywood, should require a foil EIR, not an MND...

Among the reasons:

1) It is a Senior residence, and the added traffic could cause delayed EMS, LAPD, and LAFD, response time.

2) The Montecito is a HISTORICALLY DESIGNATED LANDMARK, and care must be taken to make sure it is preserved 
and not compromised by new development so close to it.

3) The property is on an active Earthquake fault line..building there must be done responsibly, delicately, and carefully, 
with thorough geological studies to assure The Historic Montecito is not compromised, that the project does not 
endanger the Montecito, it's residents, the Canyon Pre-School and Las Palmas Senior Center next door, or the rest of 
the community.
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4) The proposed project is in an area already overloaded with development adding to the gridlock in the area and trying to 
enter and exit the 101 freeway at Cahuenga and Wilcox and Highland Ave.

4

is between Highland Ave. and Cahuenga Ave. and has through traffic going to the 101 freeway entrances and and from 
the 101 exits both on Highland Ave. and Cahuenga Ave..

It gets so backed up, angry drivers, out of frustration get off of Franklin Ave., drive up through the Hollywood Hills, speed 
through the residential historic neighborhood, Whitley Heights, to get out onto Highland Ave., aveiding Franklin Ave. traffic 
to get onto the 101 freeway...
Only a few Whitley Heights streets have sidewalks, very narrow sidewalks, so it's not safe anymore for residents to walk 
with dogs and children.
The Montecito is right below.

[Quoted text hidden]

Thu, May 11, 2017 at 5:12 PMBill Miller <nyc.bill@aol.com>
To: jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org,
Cc: malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, cgshq@consrv.ca.gov

Here's how a developer gets the city to allow him to destroy beautiful OPEN SPACE ..PARK LIKE GROUNDS..enjoyed 
by Senior Residents..alongside a Historic Landmark and wipes that out to build yet another building, next to it, on a state 
confirmed active EQ fault line..obstructing the Landmark Building and placing the Historic Landmark Building in jeopardy 
of being blocked from view, or damaged, and placing the safety of The Landmark Building residents, the neighboring pre 
school and senior center, at risk if an EQ hits, and adding to the already intolerable traffic in the area, on Franklin, the 
throughway of all the traffic from Highland and Cahuenga going to and from the 101 entrances and exits.
This is how projects get 'exedited', how MND's are even considered, when obviously projects such as this one require full 
EIR's, and how projects get approved that never should be.

iillip.bazan@lacity.org

L.A. Ethics Commission
http://ethics.lacity.org/disclosure/campaign/search/public_search_results.cfrn?
[Quoted text hidden]
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CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR; ENV-2017-1504-EAF; AA-2017-1505-PMLA
1 message

Terry Stepusin <terrys805@att.net>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org 
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, ldishman@laconservancy.org

Thu, May 11, 2017 at 2:35 PM

Per the suggestion of the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee and as a neighborhood 
stakeholder, I am requesting that the proposed Montecito construction project at 6650 Franklin Ave, Los Angeles, CA., 
90028 go through the full process of an EIR. Environmental Impact Report, and not a MND, Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the following reasons.

CA State law states it is unlawful to build on an earthquake fault. This site sits on top of an existing earthquake 
fault line(the Hollywood fault). This fault line has already been deemed to be too unsafe for the nearby Millennium Project 
at Yucca St. and Vine St. to go forward. The results of building on The Montecito site may prove to be too dangerous 
and risky for this type of high density housing development in an already high density neighborhood.

The health of area residents will be at risk, especially occupants of The Montecito and adjacent properties. The 
Montecito building currently houses over 118 senior residents. Many residents have serious health conditions such as 
asthma, allergies, respiratory issues and cancer. Their welfare and health concerns must be considered, since future 
ongoing construction will negatively impact their mental, emotional, and physical health and well-being. This is 
evidenced by the students at the “Canyon Nursery School” whose students' health has already been compromised by the 
result of the ongoing new construction at the comer of N. Las Palmas and Franklin Ave. which is directly across the 
street from the school. Also, adjacent to the proposed building site in question is "The Las Palmas Senior Center" which 
serves seniors on a weekday basis must also be considered. Many of these seniors suffer from serious conditions. What 
impact will this project have on the air quality, noise pollution and the general safety of all persons in the area should it go 
forward? More construction on a site that abuts to their property lines would only add insult to injury. More studies need 
to be done.

Traffic studies should be performed. The additional burden, on the already over taxed area traffic patterns, that this 
construction will produce should be reviewed. Franklin Ave. and the neighborhood streets surrounding the proposed site 
of The Montecito historic landmark is already suffering the impact of high traffic vDlume and congestion. This traffic 
includes, but is not limited to, vehicles using Franklin Ave. between Highland Ave. and Cahuenga Blvd. for the purpose of 
entering and exiting the 101 Freeway at both Cahuenga Blvd. and Highland Ave. The additional burden, which will be 
created by an increase of slow moving, massively sized, heavy trucks and equipment, associated with this proposed 
construction on Franklin Ave. and Cherokee Ave., needs to be addressed. The area of Franklin Ave. involved is one lane 
going east, and one lane going west; Cherokee Ave. is one lane going north and one lane going south. Both streets 
have bumper to bumper parked vehicles on both sides of the street.

Essential services will be hampered. Franklin Ave. between Highland Ave. and Cahuenga Blvd. is already a well 
travelled and congested street. Traffic becomes even more frustrating during peak "Hollywood Bowl" season and the soon 
to open “The John Anson Ford Theater.” This gridlock becomes so serious on Franklin Ave. that essential services such 
as the police department, fire department and EMS have great difficulty accessing those in need in the neighborhood 
using Franklin Ave. and the surrounding streets (i.e. Cherokee Ave., Las Palmas Ave., Grace Ave., and Whitley 
I have witnessed this first hand. Thus, the cumulative impact of increased gridlock created by massive, heavy and slow 
moving construction vehicles clogging these streets during construction, combined with the existing daily gridlocked 
traffic congestion, could prove to be deadly in some cases.

View sheds will be hampered. The Montecito is the tallest building in the area. It stands 10 stories tall on Franklin.
It is listed on the National Register of Historic Places as an historic landmark. According to their guidelines: a) no 
designated landmark shall have its view obstructed; b) new construction should avoid obscuring, damaging, 
or destroying character-defining features of these buildings or the site; c) must not attempt to replicate historic buildings 
elsewhere on the site; d) an historic building surrounded by open space must not be crowded with dense 
development The proposed project, which will be 6 stories with a rooftop structure composed of approximately 2
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additional stories, making the total^fccture 7-8 stories tall (almost as tall as Th^^ntecito). The project exceeds 
neighborhood height restrictions. The height of this new structure will not only interfere with the views of the neighboring 
dwellings but also the view shed of The Montecito.

With the above in mind, I respectfully request a full Environmental Impact Report to address the above concerns 
and not a MND on this proposed construction project.

I would appreciate a response please.

Regards,
Terrence Stepusin
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Case # Correction...6650 Franklin Ave...AA-2017-1505-PMLA... CPC-2017-1503-DB- 
CU-SPR .. ENV-2017-1504-EAF.
1 message

poonsy6603@aol.com <poonsy6603@aol.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org 
Cc: cgshq@consrv.ca.gov, info@laconservancy.org, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov

"mu, May 11, 2017 at 12:18 AM

AA-2017-1505-PMLA 
CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR 
ENV-2017-1504-EAF.

To Whom It May Concern,

The Montecito Landmark project, proposed plans to build on The Montecito's park grounds, at 6650 Franklin Ave. in 
Hollywood, should require a frill EIR, not an MND...

At the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee meeting last week, after the Montecito project 
presentation, the PLUM Committee recommended stakeholders contact Dept, of City Planning and let them know this 
project should require a full EIR (Environmental Impact Report) not be revewed via an MND (Mitigated Negative 
Declaration)

Some of the reasons it should have a full EIR...proper Environmental Impact Report are:

Traffic...
Traffic is in constant gridlock in the area and close proximity to the 101 freeway entrances and exits..
Area streets..Franklin, Wilcox, Cahuenga, etc. many trying to enter the 101 going north at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin, 
and exit the 101 at CahuengaA/Vilcox/Franklin going south...
These streets are dangerously in constant gridlock.
The Cahuenga freeway entrance abovs Franklin is a total nightmare.

The developer is requesting more height and density.
The Montecito is the tallest building on Franklin Ave. in the area.
A project this size will add a significant amount of traffic to the area.

Cumulative effects of all the projects in the area..over 20..many are being approved with no EIR's but via MND's and the 
streets leading up to the 101 are backed up down to Sunset Blvd., and sometimes as far south as Selma Ave.where 
there are also many, many large new projects going up on Sunset Blvl, Selma A\e., Wilcox Avs., and Cahuenga Ave.. .

The gridlock is caused by drivers trying to get north onto the 101 at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin, and south exiting the 101 
at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin.

Additional projects are going up all along Wilcox and Cahuenga, from Franklin, north, to Selma, south..
And skyscrapers east at Yucca/Argyle, and surrounding The Capitol Records Building at Argyle, Vine, etc. .. 
All affect not only the jammed 101 freeway entrance at Argyle/Vine but traffic trying to get to the 101 freeway at 
Cahuenga..
Causing Franklin/Cahuenga/Wilcox gridlock...

There's a project going up now at Franklin and Highland, one block east of The Montecito.
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Fit's the the sixth worst intersection iiTthe city..
Highland traffic is in constant gridlock, and it leads to another 101 freeway entrance

The project is being constructed on a property where construction had not been allowed for years since it sits on an 
active EQ fault line.
It had no EIR, no outreach to the communities.
It's across the street from Canyon pre-school and Las Palmas Senior Center, who were never notified of the project, and 
construction made parents and children ill at the pre-school.
It should have required an EIR, but was slipped through via an MND.
The traffic turns from gridlock to totally paralyzing the area on Hollywood Bowl nights, Hollywood Blvd. Movie Premiere 
and Jimmy Kimmel Live street closures, and John Anson Ford will be up and running soon.
Some nights more than one of these events is going on.

The gridlock in the area raises concerns regarding response times in emergencies.
The Montecito is a Senior residence...
Belmont Village, a Senior home, is on HighlandAve. right below The Hollywood Bowl and the 101...a part pf Highland Ave. 
in constant gridlock..exiting and entering the 101.

Franklin Ave. is at the base of the Hollywood Hills, and it's very difficult to get through the heavy traffic up to the 
Hollywood Hills..
EIR studies need to be done to assure EMS, LAPD, and LAFD can get through the area in cases of emergencies. 
Proper traffic and environmental studies should be required.

EQ fault line...
The building is a Historic Landmark and building anything so close, on or near an EQ Fault line may compromise the 
historic building..a proper EIR and geological testing will better protect the historic building and the surrounding area.

There are safety concerns for The Montecito and area residents and businesses, and also due to the close proximity of 
Canyon Pre-School, and Las Palmas Senior Center to a new construction building on, or close to, the EQ fault line

We are Community Stakeholders following up, requesting EIR studies be required for this project, on the 
recommendation of Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council Plum Committee after the project was presented at a 
PLUM Committee meeting..

The Montecito Landmark project, at 6650 Franklin Ave. in Hollywood, should require a full EIR, not an MND...

To view the many projects proposed for, and being built in this area now, visit UrbanizeLA and click to Hollywood, and it 
will be obvious why this area cannot have any more projects slipped through via MND's.

The HEALTH and SAFETY of the communities is at stake.

Mr. & Mrs. Jim Geoghan 
Whitley Heighfs

City files : AA-2017-1505-PMLA, CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR and ENV-2017-1504-EAF.
Plans: Montecito Application; Montecito Parcel Map; Montecito Photo Exhibit; Montecito Plan Set;
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The Montecito..6650 Franklin Ave...ZA2016-0311 -VCU-CUB-ZV-ZAA-SPR....ENV-2016- 
0312-MND
1 message

poonsy6603@aol.com <poonsy6603@aol.com>
To: phillip.bazan@lacity.org, jenna.monterrosa@lacity.org, nick.hendricks@lacity.org 
Cc: cgshq@conserv.ca.gov, malcolm.dougherty@dot.ca.gov, info@laconservancy.org

Wed, May 10, 2017 at 12:42 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

The Montecito Landmark project, proposed plans to build on The Montecito's park grounds, at 6650 Franklin Ave. in 
Hollywood, should require a frill EIR, not an MND...
(ZA 2016-0311-VCU-CUB-ZV-ZAA-SPR 
ENV-2016-0312-MND)

At the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee meeting last week, after the Montecito project 
presentation, the PLUM Committee recommended stakeholders contact Dept, of City Planning and let them know this 
project should require a full EIR (Environmental Impact Report) not be reviewed va an MND (Mitigated Negative 
Declaration)

Some of the reasons it should have a full EIR...proper Environmental Impact Report are:

Traffic...
Traffic is in constant gridlock in the area and close proximity to the 101 freeway entrances and exits..
Area streets..Franklin, Wilcox, Cahuenga, etc. many trying to enter the 101 going north at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin, 
and exit the 101 at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin going south...
These streets are dangerously in constant gridlock.
The Cahuenga freeway entrance above Franklin is a total nightmare.

The developer is requesting more height and density.
The Montecito is the tallest building on Franklin Ave. in the area.
A project this size will add a significant amount of traffic to the area.

Cumulative effects of all the projects in the area..over 20..many are being approved with no EIR's but va MND's and the 
streets leading up to the 101 are backed up down to Sunset Blvd., and sometimes as far south as Selma Ave.where 
there are also many, many large new projects going up on Sunset Blvd., Selma Ave., Wilcox Ave., and Cahuenga Ave.. .

The gridlock is caused by drivers trying to get north onto the 101 at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin, and south exiting the 101 
at Cahuenga/Wilcox/Franklin.

Additional projects are going up all along Wilcox and Cahuenga, from Franklin, north, to Selma, south..
And skyscrapers east at Yucca/Argyle, and surrounding The Capitol Records Building at Argyle, Vine, etc. .. 
All affect not only the jammed 101 freeway entrance at Argyle/Vine but traffic trying to get to the 101 freeway at 
Cahuenga..
Causing Franklin/Cahuenga/Wilcox gridlock...

There's a project going up now at Franklin and Highland, one block east of The Montecito.
It's the the sixth worst intersection in the city..
Highland traffic is in constant gridlock, and it leads to another 101 freeway entrance
The project is being constructed on a property where construction had not been allowed for years since it sits on an 
active EQ fault line.
It had no EIR, no outreach to the communities.
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W It's across the street from Canyon pre-school and Las Palmas Senior Center, who were never notified of the project, and 
W construction made parents and children ill at the pre-school.
W It should have required an EIR, but was slipped through via an MND.

The traffic turns from gridlock to totally paralyzing the area on Hollywood Bowl nights, Hollywood Blvd. Movie Premiere 
and Jimmy Kimmel Live street closures, and John Anson Ford will be up and running soon.
Some nights more than one of these events is going on.

i The gridlock in the area raises concerns regarding response times in emergencies.
The Montecito is a Senior residence...

I Belmont Village, a Senior home, is on HighlandAve. right below The Hollywood Bowl and the 101...a part of Highland Ave.
in constant gridlock..exiting and entering the 101.

Franklin Ave. is at the base of the Hollywood Hills, and it's very difficult to get through the heavy traffic up to the 
Hollywood Hills..
EIR studies need to be done to assure EMS, LAPD, and LAFD can get through the area in cases of emergencies. 
Proper traffic and environmental studies should be required.

EQ fault line...
The building is a Historic Landmark and building anything so close, on or near an EQ Fault line may compromise the 
historic building..a proper EIR and geological testing will better protect the historic building and the surrounding area.

There are safety concerns for The Montecito and area residents and businesses, and also due to the close proximity of 
Canyon Pre-School, and Las Palmas Senior Center to a new construction building on, or close to, the EQ fault line

We are Community Stakeholders following up, requesting EIR studies be required for this project, on the 
recommendation of Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council Plum Committee after the project was presented at a 
PLUM Committee meeting..

The Montecito Landmark project, at 6650 Franklin Avs. in Hollywood, should require a frill EIR, not an MND...

To view the many projects proposed for, and being built in this area now, visit UrbanizeLA and dick to Hollywood, and it 
will be obvious why this area cannot have any more projects slipped through via MND's.

The HEALTH and SAFETY of the communities is at stake.

Mr. & Mrs. Jim Geoghan 
Whitley Heights

City files : AA-2017-1505-PMLA, CPC-2017-1503-DB-CU-SPR and ENV-2017-1504-EAF.
Plans: Montecito Application; Montecito Parcel Map; Montecito Photo Exhibit; Montecito Plan Set;



To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org
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Concerning: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

I oppose the planned demolition and construction on the 
Montecito Apartments property. Senior low income housing is 
needed, but this property, already loaded with people in 10 
stories, is not the right place for it.

You've got a lovely 10-story 1920's apartment building with 
118 units of low income elderly, 
it put in danger when trying to build in an earthquake fault 
zone. Then both buildings would be dangerous for the people 
who live in them.

We can't afford to have

How about the safety and health of the current residents as 
they would be forced to live for two years fenced in with 
dirt and noise and not even to easily get into and out of 
their own building? It doesn't make sense. Cancel this 
useless, dangerous project

Sincerely.

L
i
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Jenna Monterrosa 
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.MonterrosaQlacity.org

Refer To: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

I am against having the Montecito property become part 
of a traffic nightmare in Hollywood for two years. For 
what? The end result will be more boxes squeezed together 
for too many people in too little space.

The current 1 0-story beautiful building, with a nice tough 
of ground-level trees, and a parking lot at the bottom of a 
small hill seems to use the property just fine. At 118 
units, it appears to do quite well in accommodating a good 
number of people.

On the other hand, what type of torture will these older people 
have to endure as they have to live every day with the 
construction right under their noses and in their lungs?

Have some sense. Consider quality of life.

Don't permit this project to go forward.
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To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.MonterrosaQlacity.org
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Concerning: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

I oppose the planned demolition and construction on the 
Montecito Apartments property. Senior low income housing is 
needed, but this property, already loaded with people in 10 
stories, is not the right place for it.

You've got a lovely 10-story 1920's apartment building with 
118 units of low income elderly, 
it put in danger when trying to build in an earthquake fault 
zone. Then both buildings would be dangerous for the people 
who live in them.

We can't afford to have

How about the safety and health of the current residents as 
they would be forced to live for two years fenced in with 
dirt and noise and not even to easily get into and out of 
their own building? It doesn't make sense. Cancel this 
useless, dangerous project

Sincerely.



To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity,org
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Concerning: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

I oppose the planned demolition and construction on the 
Montecito Apartments property.

(
lovely 10-story 1920's apartment building with 
low income elderly. Why would you endanger 
and safety to live 2 years fenced in with 
dirt and noise? It doesn't make sense.

You've got a 
118 units of 
their health 
construction

Sincerely.
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To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Concerning: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

I oppose the planned demolition and construction on the 
Montecito Apartments property. Senior low income housing is 
needed, but this property, already loaded with people in 10 
stories, is not the right place for it.

<
You've got a lovely 10-story 1920's apartment building with 
118 units of low income elderly, 
it put in danger when trying to build in an earthquake fault 
zone. Then both buildings would be dangerous for"the people 
who live in them.

We can't afford to have

How about the safety and health of the current residents as 
they would be forced to live for two years fenced in with 
dirt and noise and not even to easily get into and out of 
their own building? It doesn't make sense. Cancel this 
useless, dangerous project

Sincerely.
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Jenna Monterrosa 
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.MonterrosaOlacity.org

Refer To: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

\
I am against having the Montecito property become part 
of a traffic nightmare in Hollywood for two years. For 
what? The end result will be more boxes squeezed together 
for too many people in too little space.

The current 10-story beautiful building, with a nice touch 
of ground-level trees, and a parking lot at the bottom of a 
small hill seems to use the property just fine. At 118 
units, it appears to do quite well in accommodating a good 
number of people.

On the other hand, what type of torture will these older people 
have to endure as they have to live every day with the ‘ 
construction right under their noses and in their lungs?

Have some sense. Consider quality of life.

Don't permit this project to go forward.

From:

b 5 0
-it

HOZAddress:

CA_________ l________
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Jenna Monterrosa 
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org 5|b||£

Refer To: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

I am against having the Montecito property become part 
of a traffic nightmare in Hollywood for two years. For 
what? The end result will be more boxes squeezed together! 
for too many people in too little space.

The current 10-story beautiful building, with a nice touch 
of ground-level trees, and a parking lot at the bottom of a 
small hill seems to use the property just fine. At 118 
units, it appears to do quite well in accommodating a good 
number of people.

On the other hand, what type of torture will these older people 
have to endure as they have to live every day with the 
construction right under their noses and in their lungs?

Have some sense. Consider quality of life.

Don't permit this project to go forward.

DP-hms $.____________
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From:

Address:
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To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N.- Spring St., Rm.763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.Monterrosaglacity.org
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FROM:

Concerning: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

I oppose the planned demolition and construction on the 
Montecito Apartments property.

You've got a lovely 10-story 1920's apartment building with
Why would you endanger 

in with
It doesn't make sense.

118 units of low income elderly, 
their health and safety to live 2 years fenced 
construction dirt and noise?

Sincafrely^
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To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 
Los .Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.Monterrosaglacity.org

L.o.iS__H ._Ycuviqjj_____ _

fiS'Ql - CninfJ A

FROM:

V
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y

Concerning: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

I oppose the planned demolition and construction on the 
Montecito Apartments property. Senior low income housing is 
needed, but this property, already loaded with people in 10 
stories, is not the right place for it.

You've got a lovely 10-story 1920's apartment building with 
118 units of low income elderly, 
it put in danger when trying to build in an earthquake fault 
zone. Then both buildings would be dangerous for the people 
who live in them.

We can't afford to have

How about the safety and health of the current residents as 
they would be forced to live for two years fenced in with 
dirt and noise and not even to easily get into and out of 
their own building? It doesn't make sense. Cancel this 
useless, dangerous project

Sincerely.

IMIl

T77



Jenna Monterrosa 
City of Los Angeles 
Dept, of City Planning 
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Jenna.MonterrosaOlacity.org

Refer To: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

I am against having the Montecito property become part 
of a traffic nightmare in Hollywood for two years. For 
what? The end result will be more boxes squeezed together 
for too many people in too little space.

The current 10-story beautiful building, with a nice touch 
of ground-level trees, and a parking lot at the bottom of a 
small hill seems to use the property just fine. At 118 
units, it appears to do quite well in accommodating a good 
number of people.

On the other hand, what type of torture will these older people 
have to endure as they have to live every day with the 
construction right under their noses and in their lungs?

Have some sense. Consider quality of life.

Don't permit this project to go forward.

hxi<h's/A lAJfjskir S?" 
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From:

Address:
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Jenna Monterrosa 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012

To:

FROM: rlobP ZsJtO _______

En\] -3o\ 7-l$OH - SO-A-
RE: ENVIRONMENTAL CAS^E NO.:

I oppose the planned demolition and construction on the Montecito Apartments property.
You've got a lovely 10-story 1920's apartment building with 
118 units of low income elderly. Why would you endanger 
their health and safety to live 2 years fenced in with 
construction dirt and noise? It doesn't make sense.

Sincerely.

3 -XS- (?



Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Dept, of City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763 Los
Angeles, CA 90012
Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org

To:

-/^ / r£>
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RE : ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO. : ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

I am against the proposed 6-story addition to the Montecito 
Apartments at Franklin and Cherokee in Hollywood.

little mistakes",If the developer and City Planning have made 
like the wrong property address, so that a new Sustainable 
Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA) had to be 
circulated, and that the City of Los Angeles gave inaccurate 
information in its March 1, 2018 Sustainable Communities 
Environmental Assessment (SCEA), what else is inaccurate and has been
rushed through?.
The SCEA claimed "57 new parking spaces" without mentioning 
that 23 of those merely replaced those removed from the 
surface parking lot (57-23=34) . So, there’s only 34 new 
spaces for 68 units. And over 70 useless bicycle spaces.

What else is wrong with this SCEA? Does it recognize that 
there’s not enough room on this odd piece of property to 
take proper care of the elderly living on their own in 118 
units while major and unnecessary construction is going on 
for two years?

Please reject this SCEA and this horrendously misguided project.

Thank you,

mailto:Jenna.Monterrosa@lacity.org


To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012
%QrnLo Aaou\r.
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■FROM:

Em/-«2o it-is oh - SC£>4
RE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: .ENV 201-7 -1—50 4 SCEA

I am against the proposed 6-story addition to the Montecito 
• Apartments at Franklin and Cherokee in Hollywood. I don't 
think that the City of Los Angeles gave accurate information 
in its March 1, 2018 Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessment (SCEA), which claimed "57 new parking spaces" 
without mentioning that 23 of those merely replaced those 
removed from the surface parking lot (57-23=34). So, there's 
only 34 new .spaces for 68 unit£.
What else is wrong with this SCEA? Does it recognize that 
there's not enough room on this odd piece of pfopeifty'jto take 
proper care of the elderly living on their own in 118 units 
while major and unnecessary construction is going on for 
two years?

©leasevissue a(new SCEA) and send me a OQtice.

Thank you,



To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012
' FROM:"

+

2SSM 7
) A—Cjf f&Q ___

Ea/V 'iol 7SC6A-
RE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: >SNV--2f)-1 7-1-

I am against the proposed 6-story addition to the Montecito 
-Apartments at Franklin and Cherokee in Hollywood. I don't 
think that the City of Los Angeles gave accurate information 
in its March 1, 2018 Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessment (SCEA), which claimed "57 new parking spaces" 
without mentioning that 23 of those merely replaced those 
removed from the surface parking lot (57-23=34). So, there's 
only 34 new spaces for 68 units.
What else is wrong with this SCEA? Does it recognize that 
there's not enough room on this odd piece of ^fopertyjto take 
proper care of the elderly living on their own in 118 units 
while major and unnecessary construction is going on for 
two years?

©leasevissue a new SCEA and send me a notice.

Thank you,

)2Jd-r^S 3-IS-/}



To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012
■ o
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FROM: ,^JC>, * /
5^

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEA

I oppose the planned demolition and construction on the Montecito Apartments property.
You've got a lovely 10-story 1920's apartment building with 
118 units of low income elderly. Why would you endanger 
their health and safety to live 2 years fenced in with construction dire and noise? It doesn't make sense.

Sincerely.

•V

^ -.2 7d o 6-^

3 IaSI 1 %



Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

To:

y.os. AA^&JEL___c 4- ££dQS<

-pa
FROM: SL2Z!

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEA

I oppose the^ planned demolition and construction on the Montecito Apartments property.
You ve got a lovely 10-story 1920's apartment building with 
118 units of low income elderly. Why would you endanger 
their health and safety to live 2 years fenced in with 
construction dirt and noise? It doesn't make sense.

Sincerely.

^-7<M-S066



To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012
i^QPliro A.

o
FROM:

^ 35\ W picn QVv c]
Cp____°\OoO'ln

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEA

I am against the proposed 6-story addition to the Montecito 
Apartments at Franklin and Cherokee in Hollywood. I don't 
think that the City of Los Angeles gave accurate information 
in its March 1, 2018 Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessment (SCEA), which claimed "57 new parking spaces" 
without mentioning that 23 of those merely replaced those 
removed from the surface parking lot (57-23=34). So, there's 
only 34 new spaces for 68 units.
What else is wrong with this SCEA? Does it recognize that 
there s not enough room on this odd piece of jSfopdf ty jto take 
proper care of the elderly living on their own in 118 units 
while major and unnecessary construction is going on for 
two years?

Bleasevissue a new SCEA and send me a notice.

Thank you,
-7 <3 S3

3-2-571



To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012
3u?<?n /-fourjc/rf

LUJul llL Si/rtse f~ 3jL, *
<y*_ faoy-q

FROM:

7 7

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEA

I am against the proposed 6-story addition to the Montecito 
at Franklin and Cherokee in Hollywood. I don't 

think that the City of Los Angeles gave accurate information 
in its March 1, 2018 Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessment (SCEA), which claimed "57 new parking spaces" 
without mentioning that 23 of those merely replaced those 
removed from the surface parking lot (57-23=34). So, there's 
only 34 new spaces for 68 units.
What else is wrong with this SCEA? Does it recognize that 
there's not enough room on this odd piece of property^to take 
proper care of the elderly living on their own in 118 units 
while major and unnecessary construction is going on for 
two years?

©leaseissue a new SCEA and send me a notice.

Thank you,

3-IS-ft



Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

To:

Ajp £kmm\ri__________
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FROM:

ENV-201 7-1 50 4-SCEARE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.:

I oppose the 
Montecito Apartments property.
You've got a lovely 10-story 1920's apartment building with 
118 units of low income elderly. Why would you endanger 
their health and safety to live 2 years fenced in with 
construction dirt and noise? It doesn't make sense.

demolition and construction on the

Sincerely.

1
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To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012
/

IU lie £FROM:

MIB-Q~\-H 7-tc S / ^
M. c

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEA

I am against the proposed 6-story addition to the Montecito 
Apartments at Franklin and Cherokee in Hollywood. I don't 
think that the City of Los Angeles gave accurate information 
in its March 1, 2018 Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessment (SCEA), which claimed "57 new parking spaces 
without mentioning that 23 of those merely replaced those 
removed from the surface parking lot (57-23=34). So, there's 
only 34 new spaces for 68 units.

M

What else is wrong with this SCEA? Does it recognize that 
there's not enough room on this odd piece of ^fope'rtyIto take 
proper care of the elderly living on their own in 118 units 
while major and unnecessary construction is going on for 
two year s 2

©leasetissue a new SCEA and send me a notice.

Thank you,
s/
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To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012
FROM:

f 6 _____________

ctt/citJ HlJA/fCfy eft ejcfytlr

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEA

I am against the proposed 6-story addition to the Montecito 
at Franklin and Cherokee in Hollywood. I don't 

think that the City of Los Angeles gave accurate information 
in its March 1, 2018 Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessment (SCEA), which claimed "57 new parking spaces" 
without mentioning that 23 of those merely replaced those 
removed from the surface parking lot (57-23=34). So, there's 
only 34 new spaces for 68 units.
What else is wrong with this SCEA? Does it recognize that 
there's not enough room on this odd piece of propertyLto take 
proper care of the elderly living on their ow 
while major and unnecessary construction is going on for 
two years7

in 118 unitsii

Blease .issue a new SCEA and send me a notice.

Thank you, 1

3-X^



Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Dept, of City Planning
200 N. Spring St., RnTr763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEAENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.:

I am against having the Montecito property become a 
traffic nightmare in Hollywood for two years.
The end result will be more boses squeezed together for 
too many people in too little space.

For what? *'

The current 10-story beautiful building, with a nice touch 
of ground-level trees, and a parking lot at the bottom of 
a small hill seems to use the property just fine, 
units, it appears to do quite well in accommodating a good 
number of people.
On the other hand, what type of torture will these older 
people have to endure as they have to live every day with 
the construction right under their noses and in their lungs?

At 1 1 8

Don't permit this project to go forward.Have some sense.
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To:

A U (X pFkAJfyjjdfc 2.

Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 900^2
FROM:

J>.A. c A /5~

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEA

I am against the proposed 6-story addition to the Montecito 
Apartments at Franklin and Cherokee in Hollywood. I don't 
think that the City of Los Angeles gave accurate information 
in its March 1, 2018 Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessment (SCEA), which claimed "57 new parking spaces" 
without mentioning that 23 of those merely replaced those 
removed from the surface parking lot (57-23=34). So, there's 
only 34 new spaces for 68 units.
What else is wrong with this SCEA? Does it recognize that 
there's not enough room on this odd piece of property ,to take 
proper care of the e
while major and unnecessary construction is going on for 
two years7

living on their own in 118 units

©leasevissue a new SCEA and send me a notice.

Thank you,

<97^- ?oL5-55 77 7/



Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Dept, of City Planning
200 N. Spring St., Rm.763
Los Angeles, CA 90012

ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEAENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.:

I am against having the Montecito property become a 
traffic nightmare in Hollywood for two years.
The end result will be more boses squeezed together for 
too many people in too little space.

For what?

The current 10-story beautiful building, with a nice touch 
of ground-level trees, and a parking lot at the bottom of 
a small hill seems to use the property just fine, 
units, it appears to do quite well in accommodating a good 
number of people.

At 118

On the other hand, what type of torture will these older 
people have to endure as they have to live every day with 
the construction right under their noses and in their lungs?

Don't permit this project to go forward.Have some sense.
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Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

To:

Jo am—t/.o 

/GH-y W l XT ft- S

FROM:

ENV-201 7-1 50 4-SCEARE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.:

I oppose the planned demolition and construction on the 
Montecito Apartments property.
You've got a
118 units of low income elderly, 
their health and safety to live 2 years fenced in with 
construction dirt and noise? It doesn't make sense.

10-story 1920's apartment building with 
Why would you endanger

Sincerely.

3 -)£A%



/To: Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Ofhticln ^xAvere?,FROM:

+

*\o74£

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.: ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEA

I am against the proposed 6-story addition to the Montecito 
Apartments at Franklin and Cherokee in Hollywood. I don't 
think that the City of Los Angeles gave accurate information 
in its March 1, 2018 Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessment (SCEA), which claimed "57 new parking spaces" 
without mentioning that 23 of those merely replaced those 
removed from the surface parking lot (57-23=34). So, there's 
only 34 new spaces for 68 units.
What else is wrong with this SCEA? Does it recognize that 
there's not enough room on this odd piece of propertyLto take 
proper care of the elderly living on their ow 
while major and unnecessary construction is going on for 
two years?

in 118 units

Bleasevissue a new SCEA and send me a notice.

Thank you,



Jenna Monterrosa
City of Los
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763

Los Angeles, CA 90012

To:
/s

(r'FROM:
i ! ■
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ENV-201 7-1 504-SCEARE: ENVIRONMENTAL CASE NO.:

I oppose the planned demolition and construction on the 
Montecito Apartments property.
You've got a lovely 10-story 1920's apartment building with 
118 units of low income elderly, 
their health and sa 
construction dirt and noise?

Why would you 
to live 2 years fenced in with 

It doesn't make sense.
r

Sincerely.
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