
November 12, 2012 

VIA EMAIL & U.S. MAIL 

3800 West Chapman Avenue • Orange, CA 92868 
(714)940-3500 • Fax: (714)940-3632 

Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: ENV-2008-1421-EIR 
5520 Sunset Boulevard 
Target Retail Shopping Center Project 

Dear Chairman Reyes and Honorable Councilmembers: 

The Home Depot is the owner of the Home Depot store located at 5600 W. Sunset 
Boulevard, directly across St. Andrews Place from the proposed Target Retail Shopping Center 
Project at 5520 W. Sunset Boulevard (Project), and a long-time stakeholder in Hollywood. We 
would like to statt by saying that we are not opposed to future development on the Project site, 
but we want to ensure that any such development is consistent with our existing Home Depot 
store and minimizes to the extent feasible the environmental impacts of the Project on the 
sunounding community .. 

We previously submitted two comment letters dated March 5, 2012 and January 13, 2011 
in response to the City's CEQA documents for this Project. Unfmtunately, it appears that the 
majority of issues identified in our prior comment letters have not been addressed; the cunent 
EIR is seriously flawed and does not coinply with CEQA in many respects both procedurally and 
substantively. 

Procedurally, despite my written request to be notified of all notices related to this EIR 
and public hearings for this Project, I was inexplicably left off of the notice list. City staff has 
failed completely in this basic duty and courtesy to provide me with the requested notices and 
hindered our ability to patticipate fully in the City's CEQA and entitlement processes. This 
failure is a violation of both the City and State CEQA process, as well as the City's public 
hearing process that must be rectified prior to any fmther consideration of this EIR and Project. 
Cal. Pub. Res. Code§ 21167(f). Concerned Citizens ofCosta Mesa v. 3211dDist. Agricultural 
Ass'n, 42 Cal. 3d 929 (1986) 

Further, the Final EIR that was released just recently confirms that there are new 



significant impacts that were not previously identified in the Draft EIR. For example, the Final 
EIR acknowledges that the Draft EIR failed to identify a significant CMP impact at the 
intersection of Santa Monica Boulevard and Western A venue. In addition, certain significant 
impacts have increased in severity of impact from that disclosed in the Draft EIR. One 
significant example is in Response to Comment 9-9, where the Final EIR acknowledges that the 
project will add nearly 50% more traffic at the intersection of Santa Monica Boulevard and 
Western Avenue than what was disclosed in the Draft EIR. (See page III-121). This constitutes 
significant new information requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR for public comment and 
review. Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 §15088.5. 

The EIR is also replete with other substantive enors. For example, the public criticized 
the vagueness of the ground level commercial component of the Project, which is described 
simply as 30,887 square feet of retail and restaurant uses, without disclosing the area proposed to 
be occupied by each of these uses. The Final EIR contends in Response to Comment 9-2 that it 
is being conservative by "provid[ing] analyses for each topic area that assumes that the entire 
30,887 square feet is occupied by the use [restaurant] with the greatest impact". This in fact is 
not co1Tect. Under the traffic rate actually used by the EIR, only 20%, roughly 6,177 square feet 
is assumed as restaurant (and not 30,887 square feet). These errors not only fail to provide a 
meaningful review, but also understate traffic, parking and other impacts, and mislead the reader 
into thinking conservative assumptions are being used, when in fact they are not. 

I. The City Has Failed to Satisfy Its Obligation under CEQA and the City's 
Public Hearing Process to Provide Notice to Home Depot. 

I requested written notice of all CEQA and Project-related updates and notices in a letter 
dated January 13, 2011. As set forth in the Public Resources Code, 

If a person has made a written request to the public agency for a copy of 
the notice specified in Section 21108 or 21152 prior to the date on which 
the agency approves or determines to carry out the project, then not later 
than five days from the date of the agency's action, the public agency shall 
deposit a written copy of the notice addressed to that person in the United 
States mail, first-class postage prepaid. The date upon which this notice is 
ma.iled shall not affect the time periods specified in subdivisions (b), (c), 
(d), and (e). 

Cal. Pub. Res. Code§ 21167(£). Procedurally, despite my written request to be notified of all 
notices related to this EIR and public hearings for this Project, I was inexplicably left off of the 
notice list. City staff has failed completely in this basic duty and courtesy to provide me with the 
requested notices and hindered our ability to pmiicipate fully in the City's CEQA and entitlement 
processes. This failure is a violation of both the City and State CEQA process, as well as the 
City's public hearing process that must be rectified prior to any further consideration of this EIR 
and Project. See Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa v. 3211dDist. Agricultural Ass 'n, 42 Cal. 3d 
929, 937 (1986) (CEQA statute of limitations tolled when public agency did not make its 
determination public or give notice to opponents). 
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II. The EIR Fails to Adequately Address Traffic, Circulation, Parking, Fire and 
Police Impacts. 

1. The Project Description Is Flawed and Inadequate. 

The Project Description in the DEIR is ambiguous and fails to incorporate the specific 
requirements mandated by the City's Depmiment ofTranspmiation for the Project. A complete 
and accurate description of the Project is essential to allow the public an opportunity to 
effectively pmiicipate in the environmental review process. (County of Inyo v. City of Los 
Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d, 185; Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council (1991) 229 
Cal.App.3d 1 011.) Here, in an apparent effmi to give the Project applicant the maximum 
flexibility for the future development and use of the Project site, the description of the Project is 
so vague that a complete analysis of the Project's impacts is not possible. For example, the 
ground level commercial component of the Project is described simply as 30,887 square feet of 
retail and restaurant uses, without disclosing the area proposed to be occupied by each of these 
uses. This is a material omission that is meaningful to the EIR analyses as noted in further detail 
below. 

The Final EIR contends in Response to Comment 9-2 that it is being conservative by 
"provid[ing] analyses for each topic area that assumes that the entire 30,887 square feet is 
occupied by the use [restaurant] with the greatest impact" because "[t]he Draft EIR did, in fact, 
do so in the topics for which quantified analyses were provided." This broad conclusory 
statement sounds good, but it tums out to be false when you scratch below the surface. As noted 
in the Final EIR, "[t]he proposed project was analyzed as a discount store and a shopping center 
using the Institute ofTranspmiation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation handbook." This is 
inconsistent with using the most conservative estimates for trip generation rates, since the traffic 
analysis neglected to use estimates assuming the 30,887 square feet would be used entirely as 
restaurant space, which is a very real and likely possibility in this case. Under standard ITE 
rates, the maximum restaurant usage for a shopping center is 20 percent, or in this case, roughly 
6,177 square feet (and not 30,887 square feet). The use of the shopping center trip generation 
rate in this instance is therefore not conservative, and is another example of the EIR's failure to 
properly disclose the impacts ofthe Project. The same type of failure is evident in the 
inadequate parking analysis set fmih in this EIR, as discussed fmiher below. Thus, the 
description of the Project is unstable and the EIR fails to provide a complete analysis of the 
Project's possible variations and significant impacts. 

2. The Final EIR Discloses New Significant Information Regarding the Project's 
Traffic/Circulation Impacts. 

As identified in our prior letters, it is imperative that the EIR contain a comprehensive 
analysis of the Project's impacts upon traffic and circulation in the area due to the significant 
increase in Project traffic of over 7,000 daily vehicle trips. In response to a comment from 
Metro, the Final EIR acknowledged a new significant impact that was not previously disclosed in 
the Draft EIR. In Response to Comment 4-2, the Final EIR tries to obfuscate this issue by stating 
that the new CMP Metro significant impact was previously disclosed because the intersection of 
Western A venue and Santa Monica Boulevard was noted as significant in the Draft EIR. 
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However, the Draft EIR only noted that that was a significant intersection impact under the 
City's LADOT criteria and failed to state that this was also a CMP significant impact. Under 
CEQA, this constitutes significant new information requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR. 

The ground floor plan included as Figure II-3 in the Draft EIR indicates that the loading 
docks for the Project will be located along De Longpre A venue, and are described as "off street 
and internal to the project site" on Page II-11 of the Draft EIR. However, the configuration of 
the loading dock will require delivery trucks to use the public street to maneuver and back into 
the loading docks, rather than accommodating all maneuvering on the Project site. The Final 
EIR acknowledges in Response to Comment 9-3 that Target does not intend to abide by the 
LADOT requirement that all truck loading occur on-site. If the Project is changed in this regard, 
it is imperative that the recirculated EIR analyze the impacts resulting from loading activities 
being conducted upon the public street, including an identification of delivery truck staging 
areas. 

In Response to Comment 9-8, the Final EIR states that Target delivery trucks "do not 
cany perishable goods." This appears implausible given the large grocery sections of almost all 
new Target stores. The grocery component should be factored into each of the new analyses 
required for the recirculated EIR. This is even more implausible given the many restaurant 
retailers that can occupy this new Project, as mentioned above, that will all have some amount of 
delivery trucks with perishable goods. Therefore those delivery trucks with refrigeration 
generators would be unable to "drop their trailers off the loading dock and then [simply] leave 
the site". The EIR fails to include this basic component in its analyses. 

In Response to Comment 9-9, the Final EIR includes a weekend analysis that indicates 
that the intersection of Santa Monica and Western, operating under LOS F during Mid-day 
traffic conditions would have an impact in traffic increase of3.8%, which is a significant impact 
and an increase in the severity ofthe previously identified impact of2.6% (contrary to what is 
stated in the Final EIR Response to Comment 9-9 on page III -121 ). 

3. The EIR Fails to Properly Analyze the Project's Parking Impacts. 

The Project proposes to provide only 458 parking spaces whereas the Citywide parking 
standard for commercial projects (that are not located in an Enterprise Zone) would require at 
least 779 parking spaces to be provided; even more parking would be required for restaurant 
uses. As noted above however, the EIR does not indicate how much restaurant space is actually 
proposed, so it is not possible to determine the total number of spaces that would otherwise be 
required. The Final EIR response attempts to justify the parking number by relying solely upon 
the applicable code requirement for parking, which is artificially low given the Enterprise Zone 
designation. The Draft EIR even acknowledges that the typical Target store requires 650-820 
parking spaces. In this case, a comprehensive parking demand analysis taking into typical 
weekday and weekend conditions, as well as holiday conditions should have been performed and 
included for public review and comment. The absence of such analyses and details is a glaring 
omission, which is intensified even more so if all of the 30,887 square feet of "shopping center" 
uses is occupied by restaurants that have a typical demand of 10 spaces per 1,000 square feet, or 
309 additional parking spaces. The missing parking demand analyses and a parking overflow 
program for typical and holiday conditions should be included in the recirculated EIR. 
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III. The Final EIR Fails to Adequately Address Other Comments Provided. 

The Depatiment of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) in its Draft EIR comment letter 
dated March 5, 2012 "recommends additional environmental site investigation to evaluate 
whether condition [sic] at the Site pose a threat to human health and/or the environment." In 
response to the DTSC's 2012 concerns, Response to Comment 3-2 references a Phase II 
Environrilental Site Assessment dated June 13, 2007. It should be noted that the Phase I was 
dated March 5, 2007 and was included as a part ofthe Draft EIR. It is unclear why the Phase II 
prepared just three months after the Phase I in 2007 was not a pati of the Draft EIR. 
Notwithstanding, the 2007 documents do not adequately respond to the 2012 DTSC comments. 
DTSC stated that "[a]ll environmental investigation and/or remediation should be conducted 
under a Work Plan which is approved by a regulatory agency who has jurisdiction to oversee 
hazardous waster cleanups." Accordingly, the applicant should contact the DTSC and seek its 
guidance in any updated environmental investigation; once that is complete and a Work Plan is 
approved, the report and Work Plan should be included as a part of a recirculated EIR. In 
addition, the recirculated EIR should include a human health risk assessment to address the 
DTSC concern noted above. 

As previously discussed, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transpmiation Authority 
(Metro) noted that the Project would significantly impact the intersection of Western and Santa 
Monica, by increasing traffic demand by 2% under LOS F conditions. The Response to 
Comment 4-2 simply states that "[ c ]larifications have been added in the Final EIR to more 
clearly indicate that the project's significant impact at Western Avenue/Santa Boulevard under 
Future Cumulative Traffic Conditions (20 15) as identified in the Draft EIR would also be a 
significant impact per the criteria of the CMP." This is a new CMP significant impact that was 
not previously disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

As noted in Response to Comment 8-37, the Draft EIR incorrectly stated in the Land Use 
section that the Project reduced all traffic impacts to a less than significant level. Even though 
this inconect statement has been revised in the Final EIR, it should be noted that the review of 
the Fire and Police sections of the EIR by the Fire and Police Depatiments, respectively, most 
likely included the incorrect assumption that there were no significant and unavoidable traffic 
impacts. This is a material error that would skew the conclusions related to emergency vehicles. 
The recirculated EIR should include an updated Fire and Police review with the correct 
significant impacts noted. 

In addition, the La Mirada A venue Neighborhood Association Comment Letter dated 
March 4, 2012 cited a letter from the LAPD indicating that "[a] project of this size would have a 
significant impact on the police services in the Hollywood Area" (Comment 8-47, Exhibit C). 
The Response to Comment 8-47 cites a new letter from the LAPD dated April30, 2012 stating 
that the Project would have "a moderate impact." However, there is no evidence supporting this 
change behind the LAPD's new conclusion. The recirculated EIR should include a 
comprehensive updated analysis of Police impacts associated with the Project with substantial 
evidence supporting all of the conclusions. 
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Further, in Comment 12-1, Caltrans is requesting that the City conduct an "analysis of the 
mainline freeway facility along with project and cumulative traffic volumes" with "20-year 
projections based on Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology." The Final EIR fails to 
include responses for the Caltrans comments. 

The foregoing comments set fotih serious deficiencies in the analysis contained within 
the EIR and its responses to comments, along with areas that were simply not addressed in the 
EIR. As a result, the EIR does not adequately disclose the true and complete environmental 
impacts of the Project, and must be revised accordingly and recirculated for public review and 
comment. 

We look forward to reviewing the additional analyses that m'e required in order that we 
have an accurate understanding of the impacts associated with the Project. 

Sincerely yours, 

z\~\0 
Erika Strawn 
Counsel, The Home Depot 

cc: Mr. JeffHardman 
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