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DATE: October 7, 2008 
 
ATTACHMENT TO:  Council File No. 07-1342    
 
FROM: Studio City Neighborhood Council 
 
SUBJECT: LA-RIO – Comments on Initial Study – CEQA, Proposed MND and LA-RIO 
  Council File Nos. 09-0590, 09-0590-S1 
 

 
The Board of the Studio City Neighborhood Council would like to acknowledge its 
appreciation for the continuing collaboration and cooperation that our SCNC 
Government Affairs Committee members have  been given by the City Departments of: 
Planning, Engineering, Transportation (Bikeways), and Recreation and Parks.  As our 
community plan is not scheduled to be updated for a number of years continued open 
communication through these sound relationships will enable our stakeholders to 
ensure that their concerns are heard and addressed as the projects to be developed 
along the River Greenway are completed. 
 
Although we agree with the goal of the LA-RIO to create a livable, walkable, 
sustainable community, we do not agree with the conclusion of the CEQA study that 
states that there will be no significant effect on the environment because of the 
mitigation measures described in the Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration of the 
LA-RIO.  
 

1. A separate study should be done for the Studio City area.  There are three 
distinctly different aspects to the areas of Studio City that are adjacent to the 
River.  (i) A good portion of the River runs through the CBS property.  Access to 
that commercial property needs to be limited for security reasons.  (ii) In the 
Colfax Meadows Area of Studio City single family residential properties are 
adjacent to the River.  (iii) There is considerable Open Space presently zoned A1 
that should be preserved and incorporated into the LA-RIO in an environmentally 
conscious manner.  The desire is for Studio City to have a village atmosphere 
rather than an urban atmosphere.  We are a suburban area with a desire to preserve 
the scale, character, and quality of life of our community. 

 
THE FOLLOWING POINTS RELATE TO THE CEQA INITIAL STUDAY: 

 
2. On page 3 of 18 it indicates that Open Spaces, where development is limited and 

vegetation dominates the landscape, are limited.  This is not true in Studio City.  
There are 16 acres of property at the corner of Whitsett and the River that are 
zoned A1.  This area needs to be either open space or parkland.  It should be used  
as an area for ecological improvement of the water quality along the River for 
filtration and replenishing of the aquifer in a natural way.  Due to the size of this 
area it represents an opportunity of open access to the River   Section 1.3 of the 
LA-RIO indicates that there is a right of first refusal for all property located with 



1/8 of the banks of the River.  I believe that a significant portion if not all of this 
property falls within that area. 

 
3. On page 2 of 18 it states that no building permit shall be issued within the LA-

RIO boundaries unless it has demonstrated compliance with the LA-RIO 
Guidelines and Street Standards.  The proposed Metro/Universal project is located 
entirely within the LA-RIO.  As provided in section 2.2 of the LA-RIO, this 
proposed development should be required to comply with the LA-RIO Property 
improvement Guidelines and Complete green Street Guidelines.  Open space, 
River orientation and accessibility should be given the highest priority in the 
development of that site. 

 
4. On page 4 of 18 the response to item 2 is no impact yet the description clearly 

states that there are 170 acres of prime farmlands around the Sepulveda Basin.  
There is no mention of the 16 acres of A-1 zoned land in Studio City that is 
adjacent to the River.  

 
5. On page 6 of 18 item 5 indicates that there would no impact to cultural resources 

yet the Campo de Cahuenga, Little Brown Church, Sportsman’s Lodge and the 
Max Sennett Building on the CBS lot are all within the LA-RIO area. 

 
6. On page 6 of 18 item 6 (a)(iii) indicates there would be less than significant 

impact based on geology.  However, the geology of Studio City is subject to 
movement due to liquefaction. 

 
7. On page 7 of 18 in item 7a it is not clear from the response how exposure to 

hazardous materials will be accomplished.  Studio City infrastructure is 
challenged beyond its capacity in many areas.  The quality of water in the LA 
River as it runs through Studio City is questionable.  There are visible pollutants 
in the water such as white bubbles that appear to be the result of chemicals.  There 
is also debris entering the River from storm drains.  Rather than allowing storm 
water to run through the River to the ocean, at least a portion of those waters 
should be diverted into holding areas, cleaned and redirected to replenish the 
aquifer.   

 
The sewer line that connects lines from the northeast San Fernando Valley to 
Studio City travels under the River channel in a contorted manner.  This line is 
operating at overcapacity.  To help alleviate the resulting odors, a permanent 
scrubber has been installed in Studio City and another one is slated for 
installation.  No permanent solution to the situation has been identified.  We 
request that consideration be given to coordinating with appropriate City 
departments to see if a solution can be achieved in connection with the projects to 
be undertaken as part of the LA River Master Plan. 
 
Further, quality water supplies for the City of Los Angeles are unpredictable.  
That is why the LA River Master Plan and the LA-RIO are a bold necessary 
experiment. 

 
8. On page 8 of 18 item 8g it indicates that there would be no impact from placing 

housing within a 100 year flood area.  The Colfax Meadows area of Studio City 



has flooded before and care must be exercised to insure that nothing done to the 
River would cause this to happen again. 

 
9. On page 10 of 18 item 11c and 11 d indicates that there would be no impact from 

increased noise levels.  We do not agree.  Increasing access to the River in 
residential areas will have an adverse impact on noise levels and so would re-
orienting business along Ventura Blvd toward the River. 

 
10. On page 11 of 18 item (a) states that there would be no impact of increased traffic.  

In Studio City, public access to the River in residential neighborhoods will bring 
unwanted traffic into the area without any place for these individuals to park. 

 
11. On page 13 of 18 item 17 (b) indicated that the impact of the cumulative effects of 

this project would be less than significant.  We do not agree that the proposed 
mitigation is sufficient. 

 
12. On page 14 of 18 there is a list of mitigation actions.  The mitigations are not site 

specific.  There has been a lack of coordination that has led to the retrofit or 
rehabilitation of the Tujunga Bridge without providing for the development of a 
Class 1 Bikeway.    

 
13. The MND is not site specific as to the mitigation measures to be adopted in each 

area along the River.  It is therefore not possible to assess the impact of the LA-
RIO on Studio City.  Site specific mitigation measures must be presented to the 
stakeholders for their review and comment. 

 
 
THE FOLLOWING POINTS RELATE TO THE LOS ANGELES RIVER 
IMPROVEMENT OVERLAY (LA-RIO) DRAFT SEPTEMBER 2008: 
 

14. On page 12 section 1.1 describes the maps that indicate the area to which the 
overlay will apply.  Carol Armstrong of the City Department of Engineering has 
been provided a list of Master Plan Map inaccuracies.  We request that she 
distribute these to all departments involved in the LA-RIO Master Plan process.  
A preliminary list of projects proposed for the Rive Greenway was distributed in 
September 2008.  We appreciate her willingness to continue to work with 
members of our Government Affairs Committee as realistic sites for projects 
within Studio City are established.     
 

15. On page 1-3 it indicated non-residential property within 1/8 mile of the banks of 
the Los Angeles River can be acquired by the City of Los Angeles by right of first 
refusal.  We request that a maintenance requirement be added for property 
acquired until it is developed. 
   

16. On page 1-5 in section 1.7 it lists the goals and objectives of the LA-RIO.  We 
envision the River Greenway as a natural respite from the ever increasing 
“concrete jungle” that is the result of disproportionate and excessive development.  
A Mediterranean and Native palette of plants, shrubs, and trees (including 
buffering, large canopied evergreen trees) will enhance the riparian habitat 
providing an environment where birds and butterflies will flourish. 



 
17. On page 1-6 it states that there should be a positive interface between the 

Greenway and adjacent property.  There should be an opening and a closing time 
for the River Greenway in Studio City.  We suggest that the hours of operation be 
restricted to daylight hours.  Responsibility for the locking and unlocking the 
gates for the public access at the approximate ½ mile intervals needs to be 
established.  The lights along the River Greenway need to be turned off or 
dimmed at a reasonable time after dusk so that they do not disturb residences 
adjacent to the Greenway. 

 
18. On page 4-4 is a map of the East Valley Area where Studio City is located.  

Although it is not readily apparent from the map provided, Studio City is adjacent 
to the Santa Monica Mountains.  We have already experienced deadly incidents of 
landslides, come connected to earthquakes where the waves hit the mountains and 
reverberated back resulting in double damage. Ephemeral streams, often 
underground, increase the risk of movement of land and sinkholes.  The Greenway 
projects slated for Studio City must be developed taking these factors into 
consideration. 

 
19. On page 5-6 section 5.1.4 of the property improvement guidelines relates to points 

given for “Watershed: Hardscape.”  We suggest including: “use porous paving 
instead of traditional impervious materials for at least 75% of all hardscape areas” 
with a value of 2 points for the Single Family projects. 

 
20. On page 5-7 section 5.1.5  should be revised to add “pesticides” and “2” to the last 

paragraph of this section.  The section should read: “Prepare and implement a 
maintenance manual and/or program that uses best management practices to 
provide sustainable organic horticulture, making chemical fertilizers, pesticides 
and herbicides unnecessary.”  Also add “2” to the single family column and add 
“1” to the first paragraph of this section to the single family column. 

 
21. On page 5-8 section 5.2.1 indicates a goal of the LA-RIO is to create a convenient 

access between the River and the property that is available for public and/or 
private use, where a property line is coterminous with the River.  In Studio City, 
many areas have single family residential zones adjacent to the River Greenway.  
Therefore, public access to the River Greenway in such areas must be controlled 
to take into account maintenance, privacy, security/safety, and noise issues.  We 
have to be creative in handling future development.  We do not want the River 
Greenway to be surrounded by unapproachable fortresses.  Our stakeholders value 
open space with unobstructed views.  “Unavoidable” impacts of development are 
unacceptable to the Studio City community. 

 
Additionally, the San Fernando Valley is under-policed compared to other parts of 
the City.  Continual graffiti removal is necessary, graffiti being indicative of 
gangs, their territory or drugs.  Burglaries are up.  Stakeholders are very 
concerned.  Formal monitoring of the Greenway will be necessary. 

 
 
 
 



22. On page 5-9 section 5.2.3 it indicates that if there is no setback requirement, 
buildings should be sited between 0’ and 5’ from the street.  We do not agree that 
there should be any circumstances where buildings should be 0’ from the street.  
In Studio City we have a Specific Plan and not only there, but also in other areas, 
there should be the flexibility to have more than a 5 foot setback before the 
building begins.  
 

23. On page 5-9 section 5.2.3 indicates that vehicular access to and from a site should 
be through side streets and alleys. We do not agree with this as it relates to 
residential areas.  Ventura Boulevard has many F-rated intersections and the 
Studio City area is designated as “traffic congested” in all directions by not only 
local but also through traffic.  Studio City is also designated as “parking 
Impacted.”  As the public parking garage on Ventura Boulevard is adjacent to the 
River we suggest reducing the parking fees to encourage the use of this 
underutilized facility for River access.  It would also enhance the attraction of 
commercial business in Studio City. 

 
24. On page 5-10 section 5.2.4 indicates that the roofline within 10’ of the building 

edge should not exceed the height of any building on an abutting property by more 
than 10’.  Where the Greenway is adjacent to single family residential zones, no 
increase in height should be allowed. 

 
25. On page 5-12 section 5.2.8 sets forth a goal of reducing visual clutter.  We support 

this goal.  However, we request that it be amended to include a prohibition against 
any type of digital or traditional billboard, supergraphics, or architectural signs. 

 
26. On page 6-2 the last sentence of the second paragraph in section 6.1 should be 

revised to read: “Otherwise, native and/or drought tolerant species shall be 
planted.” 

 
 
As they arise, additional issues will be submitted for your consideration. 


