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Re: Council File No. 08-0887-S1 
6516 W. Selma Avenue - Tommie Hotel Project 

 
 
Dear Honorable Councilmembers: 

This firm represents 6516 Tommie Hotel, LLC (“Applicant”) in connection with the proposed 
Tommie Hotel Project (the “Project”), Council File No. 08-0887-S1, located at 6516 W. Selma 
Avenue (the “Property”) in the City of Los Angeles (the “City”). 

On May 2, 2017, the City Council made a correction to the draft ordinance for the Project and 
continued the item for first consideration by the Council on May 5, 2017.  At the City Council 
hearing, appellant Sunset Landmark Investments, LLC (“Sunset Landmark”) submitted a letter 
to the City Clerk, including a new report prepared by its hired noise consultant, Aaron Betit of 
Acentech.  On the evening before the City Council hearing, Mama Wilcox Land LLC (“Mama 
Shelter”), the owner and operator of the Mama Shelter Hotel located directly east of the 
Property at 6500 Selma Avenue, filed an opposition letter to the City.  The City’s experts have 
reviewed and responded to the two letters and we attach those responses as Exhibit 1 for your 
consideration. 

I. RESPONSE TO SUNSET LANDMARK 

A. THE ACENTECH REPORT IS TECHNICALLY DEFICIENT AND FAILS TO 
PRESENT SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE TO SUPPORT A FAIR ARGUMENT 
THAT THE PROJECT MAY RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT NOISE IMPACT. 

The City’s expert has reviewed and provided thorough responses to the Acentech report in the 
attached Exhibit 1.  As further supported in the attached response, the noise analysis in the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) accurately evaluates both construction and operational 
noise levels and supports its findings that noise impacts would be less than significant, and was 
conservatively estimated to occur Monday through Friday 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. and Saturday 
8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.  As a practical matter, construction will not occur during such a broad 
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range of hours, including evening and night hours.  Furthermore, the operational noise analysis 
is conservative as it did not take into account the additional restrictions that the City imposes as 
conditions of approval.  Even without the restrictions on hours of operation and the use of the 
outdoor areas, the City still clearly found that noise impacts would be less than significant.   

Lastly, the appellant’s expert makes factually incorrect assumptions as it relates to the ground 
level measurements at the Property and its real-world impacts to the adjacent residential 
building.  To be clear, Mama Shelter to the east is five-stories tall, the residential building to the 
west is four-stories tall, and the Project is eight-stories tall.  As such, because the Tommie Hotel 
rooftop is higher than the Mama Shelter as well as the residential building, the upper floors of 
the residential building would experience similar barrier attenuation as measured during the live 
DJ event at Mama Shelter.  Thus, the City’s expert used the correct noise measurements. 

B. ORDINANCE NO. 180309 IS STILL IN EFFECT. 

The Sunset Landmark letter incorrectly states that the entitlements for the 50-unit office building 
are expired.  As we clarified in our letter to the City Council dated April 28, 2017, the City 
extended the Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 68839 and the associated entitlements, CPC-
2007-1607-ZC-HD-SPR, through March 21, 2023.  Thus, Ordinance No. 180309 is still in effect.  
Accordingly, Sunset Landmark’s claim that the project description in the MND failed to disclose 
the contents of Ordinance No. 180309 and its alleged nullification is erroneous. 

II. RESPONSE TO MAMA SHELTER 

On the eve of the City Council hearing, Mama Shelter submitted a letter opposing the Project 
based on alleged construction and operation impacts to its hotel.  Despite multiple notifications 
regarding Project hearings and opportunities to comment on the Project as well as MND, Mama 
Shelter has never submitted its concerns during the public process.  The City published the 
MND on December 22, 2016 with the last day to submit comments on January 11, 2017.  The 
City Planning Commission considered the Project at a public hearing on January 26, 2017 and 
the Planning and Land Use Management Committee of the City Council heard the Project at a 
public hearing on April 25, 2017.  Mama Shelter failed to participate throughout the public 
process. 

To be clear, Mama Shelter did not file an appeal for the Project.  In fact, it waited until the final 
hour to file its letter to the City.  The letter does not offer any evidence whatsoever to support its 
claims.  Mama Shelter has not provided credible or substantial evidence to support its 
assertions regarding geotechnical, vibration, and noise impacts to its hotel.  Mama Shelter fails 
to establish a fair argument supported by substantial evidence that the Project may result in a 
significant impact.  The City is not required to prepare an EIR unless substantial evidence 
supports a fair argument that the Project may significantly impact the environment. 

As set forth in the attached Exhibit 1, the City’s experts have reviewed and responded to Mama 
Shelter’s claims and concluded that no modification to the MND is required.  
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III. CONCLUSION 

The City conducted a thorough review and analysis of the Project and has provided numerous 
opportunities for the public to provide comments and participate in the administrative process.  
Appellant Sunset Landmark and late comer, Mama Shelter, fail to establish a fair argument that 
the Project may result in a significant impact.  Therefore, we respectfully request that you deny 
the appeals, adopt the MND, and approve the Project and its entitlements forthwith. 

Very truly yours, 
 

 
 
Alfred Fraijo Jr. 
for SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTER & HAMPTON LLP 

SMRH:482791898.2 
 
ATTACHMENT



 
Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton LLP 
333 South Hope Street, 43rd Floor  
Los Angeles, California 90071-1422 
213.620.1780 main 
213.620.1398 fax 
www.sheppardmullin.com 

 

 

EXHIBIT 1 



 

  
  
 

 
 
 

Memorandum 
To:  May Sirinopwongsagon, City Planner 
  Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

From: Brad Perrine, Senior Environmental Planner 
  EcoTierra Consulting 

Date:  May 4, 2017 

Re: Response to Comment Letter from Greenberg Glusker and Appellant Letter from Silverstein Law 
Firm to City Council Regarding Tommie Hotel (ENV-2016-4313-MND, CPC-2016-270-VZC-HD-CUB-
SPR, and VTT-74735) 

EcoTierra is in receipt of a letter from commenter representative Greenberg Glusker on behalf of 
Mama Wilcox Land LLC (the “Greenberg Letter”) submitted to the City on May 1, 2017, and another 
letter from appellant representative Silverstein Law Firm on behalf of Sunset Landmark Investment (the 
“Silverstein Letter”) submitted to the City on May 2, 2017, for consideration at the City Council hearing 
for the Project on that same day.  The Silverstein Letter included additional comments regarding the 
Project’s noise analysis in the Project’s Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) dated 
December 2016, citing and including a letter prepared by Acentech dated May 1, 2017 (Exhibit 1). 

The following are responses to the comments from the Greenberg Letter and Silverstein Letter made 
against the Project’s IS/MND that was circulated for public comment from December 22, 2016, to 
January 11, 2017.  Comments made in regards to the Project’s noise analysis were reviewed and 
responded to by Cadence Environmental Consultants, experts in the field of noise analyses. 

GREENBERG LETTER 

Comment 1: 

[T]he [Mama Shelter] hotel involved the creative renovation of a classic masonry building dating to 
1926.  While it is not considered an historic resource due to the alterations, the building, due to its age 
and condition as well as its immediate proximity to the Tommie Hotel site, warrants in-depth 
consideration and analysis as to the potential impacts of the project, including as to geotechnical issues, 
vibration and noise during both construction and subsequent operations. 

The Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the project fails to adequately evaluate these impacts.  
In fact, the particular impacts to the [Mama Shelter] hotel use and the character of its round-the- clock 
occupancy have been ignored.  Unlike the other types of surrounding commercial and residential uses, 
the hotel use includes guest rooms and sleeping quarters directly abutting and overlooking the Tommie 
Hotel site which are especially susceptible to the substantial noise and vibration during the extended 
construction period.  In addition, the extensive subsurface excavation for the subterranean parking 
garage exacerbates these concerns as well as the potential for damage to or undermining of the 
stability of the building itself.  Operational noise impacts from the outdoor courtyard restaurant, 
located directly below the hotel rooms, create potential ongoing noise impacts. 
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Response 1: 

As is discussed in the MND (Pages IV-20 through IV-29), a Historic Impact Assessment for the Project 
was prepared due to the proximity of potentially historic structures to the Project site.  The Historic 
Impact Assessment is available in Appendix G to the MND.  The Historic Impact Assessment concluded 
that the only potential impact that the Project would have on the potential historic resources are 
during the excavation and construction procedures.  Accordingly, the Historic Impact Assessment 
recommended a mitigation measure that would require a shoring plan be prepared by a qualified 
structural engineer with experience in historic preservation.  The Project’s construction would 
incorporate a temporary shoring plan as recommended and designed by the Project’s qualified 
geotechnical engineer. 

Compliance with the geotechnical report’s design recommendations and conditions of approval 
enumerated by the Department of Building and Safety in their Soils Report Approval Letter are required 
of the Project through mitigation measures MM 6-1 and MM 6-2, and thus, preparing and 
implementing a shoring plan to protect off-site structures is already a requirement of the Project.  
Project shoring and excavation would be conducted in accordance with the requirements of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code.  Importantly, the Department of Building and Safety does not distinguish or 
otherwise have special regulations regarding shoring plans when adjacent to potential historic 
resources and all grading, excavation, shoring, and construction procedures are subject to the same 
regulations as it pertains to maintaining the safety and integrity of adjacent buildings.  Therefore, the 
MND is sufficient in addressing potential impacts to historic resources and non-historic resources that 
are immediately adjacent to the Project Site through the incorporation of a shoring plan as 
recommended in the Historic Impact Assessment.  No modification of the MND is required. 

Regarding vibration, as discussed on page IV-79 of the IS/MND, vibration levels could reach as high as 
approximately 0.089 inches per second peak particle velocity (PPV) within 25 feet of an operating large 
bulldozer.  This comparison is representative of the vibration levels that could be experienced at the 
adjacent buildings, which includes the structure housing Mama Shelter, when heavy equipment 
operates in close proximity.  Even if three large bull bulldozers were to operate within 25 feet of the 
same receptor (a virtually impossible situation unless the receptor is surrounded on multiple sides by 
the dozers), the combined vibration level would not exceed the thresholds of significance for building 
damage and human annoyance.  Therefore, impacts were determined to be less than significant.  The 
MND is sufficient in addressing potential vibration impacts to off-site structures.  No modification of 
the IS/MND is required. 

Regarding noise, impacts associated with construction-related noise levels are evaluated on Pages IV-
71 through IV-74 and Page IV-82 of the IS/MND.  The analysis includes the identification of noise levels 
that could occur from individual construction equipment as well as composite noise levels during the 
various phases of construction.  The analysis concludes that construction activities associated with the 
proposed Project would increase daytime noise levels at nearby residential and hotel uses by more 
than 5 decibels (dBA).  However, compliance with the noise regulations under Section 41.40 of the 
LAMC would reduce construction noise to the maximum extent feasible.  These regulations would not 
permit construction activities to occur during the recognized sleeping hours for nearby residences.  
Similar to other construction activities throughout the City of Los Angeles, these regulations would 
ensure that construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant. 
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The evaluation of operational noise levels is based on the characteristics of the Project as proposed and 
described in the IS/MND.  As discussed on Pages IV-77 and IV-81 of the IS/MND, the ground-floor and 
rooftop bar/lounge areas would include ambient music.  Any other music performed by another source 
(e.g., DJ) would occur indoors on the ground floor or within the enclosed areas on the rooftop, 
including the enclosed areas on the rooftop and event space.  In general, ambient music is described as 
the type that is played to provide background sound while not interfering with normal speech 
communication.  Normal speech at a distance of one meter is about 65 dBA Leq, and music levels would 
not be much greater than that conversational level.  The ground floor outdoor patio area would be 
shielded from the adjacent residential building by the proposed Project building. 

As part of the effort to determine potential impacts of rooftop activities to the adjacent residential 
building, evening and nighttime noise levels were measured at the Project Site while a rooftop event 
was occurring at the adjacent Mama Shelter hotel.  The event was billed as a live DJ set.  The rooftop of 
the Mama Shelter hotel has an open restaurant and bar, is used for lounging, exercise, and parties.  It is 
also largely bordered by solid walls and clear panels that provide both fall protection and sound 
attenuation, and would be similar to the six-foot rooftop perimeter wall required for the Project.  
Because the event at the Mama Shelter rooftop included a live DJ set, which is not proposed for the 
outdoor rooftop or ground-floor areas of the proposed Project, it was determined that noise levels 
generated during this event would provide representative, although worst-case, noise levels that could 
occur from events on the rooftop of the proposed Project. 

The evening and nighttime sound level measurements at the Project Site (see Table IV-15 of the 
IS/MND) showed that sound from the rooftop amenities at the Mama Shelter hotel are relatively low at 
nearby properties.  As discerned during the noise measurements taken at the Project Site, when 
walking farther away to the west and north of the Project Site, the sound from the Mama Shelter 
hotel’s rooftop were not audible above the sound from the roadway traffic on Selma Avenue, Schrader 
Boulevard, and Wilcox Avenue.  Based on these observed noise levels, the IS/MND determined that 
operation of the proposed Project would not expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of 
standards established by the City or substantially increase ambient noise levels at the surrounding 
buildings.  Pages IV-75 through IV-77 of the IS/MND also identify the sources regulated by the City 
Noise Ordinance that would be applicable to the proposed Project and would ensure that sources of 
noise at the Project Site do not cause excessive noise levels at nearby adjacent uses, which includes the 
multi-family residential land use to the immediate west of the Project Site as well as the Mama Shelter 
hotel use to the immediate east of the Project Site which are both considered noise-sensitive 
receptors.  Therefore, the MND is sufficient in addressing potential impacts from construction- and 
operation-related noise to off-site uses including noise-sensitive receptors such as the adjacent multi-
family residential use and Mama Shelter hotel use.  No modification of the MND is required. 

Comment 2: 

These issues have not been adequately evaluated and analyzed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.  
The Mitigated Negative Declaration surprisingly concludes that there would be no significant impacts as 
to noise, vibration and geotechnical issues and that no mitigation measures are required.  This, despite 
the fact that significance thresholds would be exceeded.  The record in the case establishes a fair 
argument that there would be such impacts and, therefore, requires the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report. 
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Response 2: 

The IS/MND has adequately analyzed the issues raised in the Greenberg letter (see Response 1, above).  
Moreover, the IS/MND concludes impacts related to noise and vibration would be less than significant; 
however, the Greenberg Letter incorrectly states that impacts related to geology and soils (i.e., 
“geotechnical issues”) do not require mitigation measures.  On the contrary, the IS/MND requires the 
incorporation of mitigation measures MM 6-1 and MM 6-2 to mitigate potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level.  No new environmental issues have been raised, and no modification of the MND is 
required. 

SILVERSTEIN LETTER1 

Fundamentals of Sound 

The commenter states that the duration and time of the daytime sound level measurements is not 
clearly documented in the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis.  This is not correct.  As stated on page 
7 of the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis, each measurement occurred over a period of 15 
minutes.  As also stated on this page, the purpose of these measurements was to determine the 
existing daytime baseline that would be affected by project-related construction activities.  
Construction would not occur in the evening or at night, so sound level measurements beyond this 
daytime time period was not required.  The Caltrans Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise 
Impact Analysis Protocol (September 2013) states that a noise measurement representing an hourly Leq 
does not need to last the entire hour and that as long as noise levels do not change significantly, a 
shorter time period will usually be sufficient to represent the entire hour of interest (pages 3-12).  The 
sound level measurements had stabilized during the 15-minute periods.  Therefore, the 15-minute 
daytime noise level measurements were determined to adequately represent the daytime baseline that 
would be affected by Project-related construction activities. 

While the commenter may elect to include the time of each measurement in the text of his firm’s 
technical reports, not including it in the text of this report does not make it inadequate under CEQA.  
However, that data is readily available in the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis.  As shown in 
Appendix A to the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis, the first daytime measurement began at 9:49 
AM and the second began at 10:06 AM. 

The commenter states that the A-weighted decibels scale used in the Environmental Noise Impact 
Analysis is not approximating the sensitivity of the human ear to all amplitudes.  The commenter states 
that it is typical to use the A-weighted scale when evaluating community noise.  That is what the 
analysis for the proposed Project does; it evaluates the potential changes in community noise levels 
associated with construction and operation of the Project.  The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide specifically 
references the A-weighted scale for the evaluation of environmental noise as does the Caltrans 
Technical Noise Supplement.  The C-weighting scale may be useful in building acoustics design, but it is 
not applicable to the analysis of the proposed project under CEQA. 

                                                        
1 Due to the length of the noise comments, responses are organized using the subheading 

nomenclature from the Acentech letter cited by and attached to the Silverstein Letter. 
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The commenter references several resources that may be of assistance to the evaluation of attenuation 
from buildings and acoustical barriers.  The author of the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis is aware 
of these studies, but the information presented in the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis is sufficient 
for the evaluation of the impacts associated with the proposed Project. 

Sound Measurements 

The commenter states that the documented daytime noise levels do not indicate the duration of the 
measurements or what time of day these measurements were conducted.  As discussed previously, 
page 7 of the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis states that each measurement occurred over a 
period of 15 minutes.  As shown in Appendix A of the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis, the first 
daytime measurement began at 9:49 AM and the second began at 10:06 AM. 

The commenter states that 24-hour noise measurements should have been conducted to evaluate the 
change in noise levels associated with the proposed Project.  As discussed previously, the purpose of 
these measurements was to determine the existing daytime baseline that would be affected by Project-
related construction activities.  Construction would not occur in the evening or at night, so sound level 
measurements beyond this daytime time period was not required.  Identifying construction-related 
noise levels based on 24-hour standards would actually underestimate the impact of the Project since it 
would average the 8 to 9 hours of daily construction-related noise levels with the remaining 15 to 16 
hours when no noise is generated at the site. 

The commenter states that the purpose of the evening measurement is unclear because he wonders if 
the measurements were taken to document the existing environment or to use this as a comparison 
between the proposed rooftop activities for the proposed Project.  As stated on page 8 of the 
Environmental Noise Impact Analysis, the purpose of these measurements was to identify the baseline 
from which adjacent residential uses could be affected by noise-generating activities within the rooftop 
area of the proposed hotel building.  That does not, however, mean that they were also not able to be 
used to describe the potential impacts that could occur with the proposed Project.  The fact that the 
adjacent Mama Shelter hotel presently has rooftop amenities and nighttime events makes the noise 
levels from this building part of the existing baseline.  The consultant was not provided access to the 
Mama Shelter rooftop during the event, so they could only measure and describe the sound levels as 
they were measured and observed at the project site.  Of particular importance was the observation 
described on page 19 of the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis that the evening and nighttime sound 
level measurements at the Project Site showed that sound from the rooftop amenities at the Mama 
Shelter hotel are relatively low at nearby properties.  When walking farther away to the west and north 
of the Project Site, the sound from the Mama Shelter hotel rooftop was not audible above the sound 
from the roadway traffic on Selma Avenue, Schrader Boulevard, and Wilcox Avenue.  Because the 
rooftop amenities proposed for the Project are similar to the Mama Shelter hotel (with the exception 
that live music performances at the Project rooftop would be within fully enclosed spaces unlike at 
Mama Shelter hotel), it is acceptable to conclude that the ambient music played within the outdoor 
area of the new hotel building rooftop would not increase existing noise levels at the adjacent or 
nearby residential properties by 3 dBA or more. 

The commenter states that while the sound level measurements were conducted at ground level, the 
top floor of the adjacent four-story residential building would be the receptor with the highest 
potential for impact.  The commenter also states that the barrier effects and attenuation provided by 
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distance from the event to the measurement location would be greater at street level than at the 
fourth floor of the residential building.  The commenter is forgetting that the proposed Project would 
be eight stories in height, so the difference in height between the fourth floor of the residential 
building and the rooftop of the new hotel would be only four stories.  The commenter is also forgetting 
that the proposed Project would be constructed adjacent to the existing residential building and, as 
such, the barrier effects and attenuation provided by the proposed building and sound wall features 
would be even greater than what was observed from a greater distance at the measurement location.  
For these reasons, the measurements for the Mama Shelter are valid for this analysis. 

The commenter states that the measurement location is not clearly defined and asked why there is no 
evaluation of noise at the location of the noise sensitive receptors that the report has identified.  The 
evening and nighttime sound level measurement was conducted at a location in the southwestern part 
of the Project Site in order to be as close to the adjacent residential building possible and as far from 
Selma Avenue as possible in order to identify the lowest baseline from which to conduct a conservative 
analysis of evening and nighttime noise level impacts of the Project.  The location was about 10 feet 
from the residential property wall so as not to have the sound level measurement affected by sound 
bouncing off of the wall and about 15 feet from the southern boundary due to a car being parked 
closer than that.  Sound level measurements were not conducted at the adjacent residential property 
because that property is private and the consultant did not have access to the property and also 
because there is a very narrow space between the residential building and the property wall and 
measurement in this location would have been affected by sound waves bouncing off of the building 
façade and property wall.  The measurement location is considered to be representative of the 
property line of the residential property and the residential unit windows overlooking the Project Site. 

The commenter states that there were no ambient noise measurements conducted during the evening 
and nighttime hours and that ambient noise measurements should not be conducted while an event is 
occurring on a nearby property.  As discussed previously, the fact that the Mama Shelter presently has 
rooftop amenities and nighttime events makes the noise levels from this building part of the existing 
ambient baseline.  The event on the day of the measurements did not occur for the purpose of 
measuring rooftop noise levels.  This was an event that is typical of the Mama Shelter and is part of the 
existing ambient condition affecting the residential property adjacent to the Project Site. 

Thresholds of Significance 

The commenter states that the report does not document the governing criteria for evaluating 
significant impacts.  This is incorrect.  The Environmental Noise Impact Analysis identifies the criteria 
under Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines for which a Project could have a potentially significant 
impact.  The analysis of noise and vibration impacts in the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis follows 
the outline of the Appendix G standards, but the actual thresholds of significance are identified in the 
analysis for each of the impact discussions. 

Construction Noise 

The commenter states that no thresholds of significance are identified for construction-related impacts 
under the topic of exposing people to noise levels in excess of standards established in any applicable 
plan or noise ordinance.  He specifically states that no specific thresholds from the Municipal Code, 
General Plan, or CEQA Thresholds Guide are referenced.  This is not correct.  The analysis clearly 
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defines the applicable standards for construction noise established in the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) and uses these to evaluate the impacts of the Project under this specific topic.  There are no 
thresholds or standards for construction-related noise impacts established in the City’s General Plan.  
Construction-related noise impacts are evaluated in comparison to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide 
under the separate topic of temporary increases in ambient noise levels.  

The commenter states that compliance with Section 41.10 of the LAMC is not an indication that there 
will be no significant impact to the adjacent noise sensitive receptors.  Actually, the topic under which 
this comment pertains is whether the Project would expose persons to or generate noise levels in 
excess of standards established in any applicable plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies.  Compliance with Section 41.10 of the LAMC does in fact ensure that construction 
activities do not cause a significant impact under this topic.  Construction-related noise impacts based 
on the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide are evaluated under the separate topic of temporary increases in 
ambient noise levels. 

Operational Noise 

The commenter states that not enough data is available to defend the statement that daytime noise 
levels along the northern perimeter of the Project Site average approximately 62 dBA Leq since the 
daytime extends from 7 AM to 7PM ambient noise level will fluctuate throughout the day.  Part of this 
opinion is based on the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis reporting different roadway noise values 
for the AM and PM peak traffic hours.  For the record, the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis 
calculated roadway noise levels for the AM and PM peak traffic hours based on the available data in the 
Traffic Impact Study prepared for the proposed Project; 24-hour roadway traffic volumes were not 
counted or calculated, nor are they required.  The Environmental Noise Impact Analysis is consistent 
with the Traffic Impact Study.  As shown in Table 3 of the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis, the 
daytime sound level in the southern part of the Project Site is about 55 dBA Leq.  Table 4 shows that the 
evening and nighttime noise levels in the southwestern part of the site average around 56 dBA Leq.  
Therefore, the data presented in the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis demonstrate that the noise 
levels at the Project Site do not fluctuate substantially during the daytime, evening, or even into the 
nighttime. 

The commenter states that if the ambient noise level is 62 dBA, then it is unlikely that the conversation 
of rooftop guests would be limited to 65 dBA at 1 meter and that it is unlikely that the background 
music would be limited to less than 65 dBA as it would be drowned out by the ambient noise.  
However, the commenter is forgetting the fact that the rooftop would be eight levels (at least 80 feet) 
above the ground level roadway noise sources and would be further shielded from the roadway noise 
levels by the six-foot wall and glass guardrail features proposed for the Project.  While Table 3 shows 
that existing daytime noise levels along the northern side of the property in close proximity to Selma 
Avenue average about 62 dBA Leq, this same table shows that sound level in the south part of the 
Project Site average about 55 dBA Leq.  This is largely due to the increased distance from the traffic 
noise sources on Selma Avenue.  A similar reduction would occur within the rooftop area of the 
proposed Project.  Therefore, the noise levels assumed in the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis for 
the ambient music continue to be applicable for the Project. 
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Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels 

The commenter claims that noise levels from a DJ event could radiate outside of the building and 
expose adjacent residents to a substantial increase in noise levels.  He points to DJ events that can be 
extremely loud, exceeding 110 dBA in an enclosed space.  The Environmental Noise Impact Analysis and 
associated MND evaluate the impacts of the Project as proposed.  It does not evaluate speculative 
scenarios that are not proposed to occur at the site.  The areas of the building where live 
entertainment (including DJs) are allowed are relatively small and accommodate smaller social 
gatherings that would necessitate high sound levels.  The Project is also hotel in which the 
consideration of hotel guests must be considered and loud events such as the one described would not 
be conducive to a pleasant stay at the hotel.  The attorney that submitted this letter is aware of the 
Conditions of Approval for the Project in which all live entertainment (including DJs) is only permitted 
indoors and any music, sound, noise, or vibration shall not be audible or felt beyond the property line 
of the Project Site. 

Temporary Increase in Noise Levels 

The commenter states that the noise levels generated by construction activities would create a 
significant impact.  While the construction noise levels identified in the report represent an increase of 
more than 5 dBA over the existing daytime noise levels, compliance with the noise regulations under 
Section 41.40 of the LAMC would ensure that nearby sensitive receptors are not exposed to excessive 
noise levels during construction and not permit construction activities to occur during recognized sleep 
hours for residences.  Therefore, construction noise impacts would be reduced to a less than significant 
level.  In addition, the construction-related noise levels identified in the Environmental Noise Impact 
Analysis are exterior noise levels at the adjacent buildings.  There are no balconies or other exterior 
living environments at the adjacent residential building where residents would actually be exposed to 
these noise levels.  As discussed on page 5 of the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis, the exterior-to-
interior reduction of newer buildings is generally more than 30 dBA.  This reduction amount is based on 
the situation in which new buildings must comply with California Code of Regulations Title 24 Part 6: 
California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, which requires 
substantial building insulation and also reduces exterior to interior noise levels.  Assuming a minimum 
30 dBA exterior to interior noise reduction, daytime noise levels within the adjacent residential units 
would be no more than 56 dBA during the peak construction periods.  This is similar to the existing 
daytime exterior noise levels in the southern part of the Project Site. 

Operational Cumulative Noise Impacts 

The commenter claims that the section evaluating cumulative impacts does not use the correct 
acoustical metric for evaluation since the peak traffic hour Leqs are not translated to CNEL and the 
analysis shows a cumulative increase of 3.1 dBA Leq along one roadway segment.  As discussed 
previously, the Environmental Noise Impact Analysis calculated roadway noise levels for the AM and 
PM peak traffic hours based on the available data in the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the proposed 
Project; 24-hour roadway traffic volumes were not counted or calculated.  The Environmental Noise 
Impact Analysis is consistent with the Traffic Impact Study.  Despite this, the properties along the 
roadway segment in question are zoned for commercial uses.  Thus, the applicable threshold of 
significance for these uses under the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide is identified in the Environmental 
Noise Impact Analysis as 5 dBA.  Even if the analysis was to be adjusted to estimate 24-hour CNEL 
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roadway noise levels, the peak traffic hour volumes show that any changes would only be around 3 dBA 
and the cumulative impact would continue to be less than significant. 

Therefore, for these reasons, the IS/MND adequately analyzed noise impacts associated with the 
Project.  No modification of the IS/MND is required. 


