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12833-12835 W. Ventura Boulevard/4218-4230 N. Coldwater Canyon 
A venue ("Landing Property") 
Appeal of SV APC Approval of Sportsmen's Lodge Hotel MND 

Dear Honorable Wesson and Honorable Members of the City Council: 

This office represents Ventura Blvd. Associates, owner of the Sportsmen's Lodge 
Hotel property ("Hotel Property") and appellant in the above referenced South Valley Area 
Planning Commission ("Commission") appeal. On March 25, 2015, relying on a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration ("MND"), the Commission upheld a Directors Approval of a nearly 
100,000 square foot mixed use development ("Project") on the Landing Property, a project that 
surrounds our client's property and the historic Sportsmen's Lodge Hotel on three sides. As was 
detailed in our previous appeal letters dated March 13,2015, and February 23,2015 (attached as 
Exhibit A and Exhibit B) 1

, the Project as approved will have a severe and substantial impact on 
both the Hotel Property and the surrounding community, and was improperly approved in 
conjunction with an incomplete MND that relied on flawed and/or insufficient studies, inaccurate 
data, and improper assumptions. We therefore submit this appeal to request the City Council 
("Council") overturn the Commission's adoption of the MND, and request the Council require 
the Project to complete a full Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") consistent with the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). 

While we generally believe the Project as proposed was ill-conceived from the 
outset. we nevertheless will focus this appeal on several inadequacies we identified in the 
Project's :rvrND. As will be explained in greater detail below, and as outlined in our previous 

1 Previous appeal con·espondence is herein incorporated by reference. 
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correspondence, the MND as prepared and adopted by the Commission is inadequate based on 
the following. 

I. THE MND RELIED ON FLAWED TRAFFIC AND PARKING STUDIES. 

To inform our review of the Project and its proposed MND, Iteris Inc. ("Iteris"), 
an expert traffic engineering and management firm, prepared a detailed memo detailing their 
comments and concerns about the Project and its associated environmental review. The memo, 
which is attached hereto as Exhibit C, clearly identifies numerous issues and discrepancies with 
the MND's assumptions and analysis, making the environmental review inadequate and 
insufficient for upholding the Project's approval. Specifically, Iteris noted several serious 
problems associated with the Project's traffic impact and shared parking studies, including issues 
concerning the MND's reliance on (a) inaccurate site plans; (b) unsustainable valet and parking 
configurations; (c) an incomplete and deferred parking plan; and (d) outdated parking counts and 
figures. 

A. The MND relied on inaccurate parking counts and a logistically infeasible 
site plan. 

Iteris conducted a field survey of both the Landing Property and the Hotel 
Property on March 4, 2015 and found that 143 parking spaces exist on the Hotel Property.2 This 
fact notwithstanding, lteris points out that Figure 2 of the shared parking study states there would 
be 173 spaces (163 spaces plus 10 valet spaces) on the Hotel Property. Thus, the shared parking 
study assumes there will be 30 additional parking spaces on the Hotel Property than exist today. 
Moreover, the site plan submitted with the applicant's materials show three-deep tandem spaces 
at the southeasterly corner of the Hotel Property, two-deep tandem spaces near the hotel entry 
and additional striped parking at the northwesterly corner of the Hotel Property that do not exist. 
Attempting to add spaces in these areas is physically problematic and likely could not be done. 
The site plan also shows valet drop off stations on the Hotel Property which do not exist now, 
and to which the owner of the Hotel Property does not consent. 

B. The Project's proposed valet and parking configuration will be disruptive of 
hotel operations, are not sustainable, and wil1 have spill-over impacts on the 
surrounding community. 

Among the Hotel Property owner's concerns are the use of the Hotel Property's 
parking spaces and circulation of vehicles and pedestrians patronizing the Landing Property 
through the Hotel Property as well as the intrusion of the valet service (queuing and circulation). 
The plan submitted by the applicant demonstrates a clear burden on the Hotel Property because 
all vehicles entering from Ventura Boulevard are required to traverse the Hotel Property's 
parking area to use the valet service or to park on the Landing Property. Those vehicles entering 
from Ventura Boulevard not wishing to use a valet service will park in the first and most 

2 See paragraph No.2 at p. 3 of the Iteris Memo. 
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convenient spaces they see, i.e., the Hotel Parking spaces before even thinking of looking for 
parking spaces on the Landing Property. 3 Moreover, the Iteris Memo notes that the shared 
parking study assumes 99% capacity of the shared parking areas on the Landing Property are 
necessary to accommodate the uses on the Landing Property. 4 Of course, this means that during 
peak parking periods, those looking for parking for uses located on the Landing Property will 
overflow onto the Hotel Property parking spaces and the streets. 

C. The Director and Commission erred by allowing the Project to defer 
submission of a parking circulation and management plan. 

The Commission and the Director accepted the conclusions of the traffic and 
shared parking studies without requiring the Project applicant to prepare a parking plan to be 
considered as part of Project's environmental review. This plan is extremely important, and if 
completed would demonstrate how the spaces could be ananged and used on the Hotel Property 
and Landing Property. For example, lteris' analysis suggests that at least 44% of the Project's 
parking would have to be ananged in tandem to fit on the Project site as proposed.5 Of course, 
this means that nearly half of the 446 parking spaces constructed on the Project site will require 
constant management with a sophisticated valet and parking management plan. No plan is 
included in the shared parking or traffic studies, meaning that the City and the Project neighbors 
have no certainty that the Project site will not cause massive parking and circulation problems 
for the surrounding community. 6 

D. The MND relied on traffic and parking counts based on outdated data and 
numbers. 

The MND relied heavily on traffic counts based on 2008 data, and shared parking 
counts based on 2010 data. Given that the City of Los Angeles maintains a standard of requiring 
traffic data to be no more than two years old, both sets of data are too old to be relied upon. 7 

This is unacceptable as the City should not assume that parking and traffic impacts have not 
changed during this extended period of time, especially during this period of rapid real estate 
growth. 

Iteris also notes that over 6,000 square feet of the Project's building floor area are 
improperly ignored by the MND's analysis. 8 The Project Description in the MND describes five 
buildings comprising 97,598 square feet of floor area. Both the shared parking study and the 
Department of Transportation Traffic Assessment memorandum dated March 18,2014 describe 

3 See paragraph No.6 at. p. 3 of the lteris Memo. 
4 See paragraph No. 3 at p. 3 of the Iteris Memo. 
5 See paragraph No.4 at p. 3 of the Iteris Memo. 
6 See paragraph No.7 at p. 4 of the Iteris Memo. 
7 See paragraph Nos. 8 and 9 at p. 4 of the Iteris Memo. 
8 The Project Description in the Notice of Public Hearing for the March 25, 2015 hearing describes 97,807 square 
feet of proposed combined building floor area, 6,038 square feet of which is "accessory space" including hallways 
and elevators. 
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only 91,769 square feet of floor area. The omission of this floor area, while if included would 
generate more peak parking demand and traffic volume impacts, would require additional 
parking and traffic mitigation measures not considered and not included in the MND. 
Additionally, the omission of this floor area allows the improper avoidance of Site Plan Review 
pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05.9 

E. The purported shared parking request actually constitutes an exception from 
the Specific Plan. 

The shared parking analysis used parking data for a gymnasium use that did not 
comply with the requirements of the Ventura/Cahuenga Boulevard Specific Plan (the "Specific 
Plan"). The premise of a shared parking study is that different land uses experience peak parking 
demand at different times of day: that is, the different uses do not compete for the same parking 
spaces at the same times. A shared parking study must establish the parking demand 
characteristics of the proposed uses in a development and demonstrate the proposed uses have 
complementary peak demand periods. Without this information, no evidentiary basis exists to 
determine that the parking spaces required by the proposed uses will be available to those uses 
when needed. 

The Shared Parking Study provided by the applicant does not establish these 
crucial facts and therefore fails to substantiate the impact conclusions of the MND. In fact, the 
study itself reveals the peak hours for all three uses at this project (retail, restaurant and health 
club) occur at or near the same time of day; i.e., 6:00pm on weekdays and weekends. Hence, 
the idea that more than one use can share the same parking space does not follow. Thus, the 
applicant's analysis purports only to reduce a parking requirement for the gymnasium the 
applicant determined was "too high," and the analysis collected some data from other gymnasia 
and, on the basis of that data, simply requested a reduction from the parking requirements ofthe 
Specific Plan. 

The straightforward request for a parking reduction is the very definition of a 
parking variance or, in this case, a Specific Plan Exception. However, the applicant did not apply 
for and the City did not process such a request, which would have required an initial public 
hearing, as well as substantially different findings from a Project Permit Compliance. Neither the 
hearing nor the findings were provided. Further, as the MND did not evaluate or attempt to 
evaluate or mitigate the potential effects of the reduced parking, the impact conclusions of the 
MND regarding parking are unsupported by substantial evidence. 

II. THE APPLICANT'S NOISE STUDY IS INCOMPLETE AND INACCURATE. 

Menlo Scientific Acoustics, Inc. ("Menlo"), consultants in acoustics and 
communication technologies, also prepared a memorandum investigating the sufficiency of the 
MND's noise analysis and conclusions. The memo, dated March 12, 2015 (the "Menlo Memo") 

9 See paragraph No. 10 at p. 4 of the lteris Memo. 
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attached as Exhibit D, describes severe deficiencies in the Project's sound study performed by 
Veneklasen Associates ("VA"), as summarized in its February 6, 2015 memorandum (the "VA 
Memo"). As will be expanded upon in greater detail below, the Menlo Memo notes that the 
noise impact study is severely limited and flawed, and relies on assumptions and data gathering 
activity that is inconsistent with Chapter 11, Article 1 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
("LAMC") Noise Regulations. 

A. The criteria of the VA Memo are not consistent with the requirements of the 
LAM C. 

The Menlo Memo notes that, in performing the Project's baseline noise analysis, 
VA's placement of the microphone on the roof of a residential building across the LA River is 
inconsistent with LAMC requirements that microphones be placed within four to five feet above 
the ground. The noise recorded at a higher elevation will be higher than at the Code required 
lower elevation. This skews the noise data by recording higher ambient noise levels than 
assumed by the LAMC, making the Project's impacts seem less severe and allowing the Project 
improperly exceed the actual noise level allowed by the LAMC. 10 

B. The equipment layout and proposed noise mitigation assumptions included 
in the VA Memo are highly questionable. 

The Menlo Memo also considered the assumed locations of the noise generating 
equipment which would be included as part of the Project, and notes that it is highly questionable 
that all the five buildings' operating equipment can be located as described in the VA Memo. 
While the VA Memo's assumed locations create certain advantages to the residential receptors 
across the LA River, it makes no mention whatsoever as to the anticipated impacts to the nearby 
guest rooms on the Hotel Property. 11 This, together with the fact that the site plan relied on for 
the VA Memo does not include all the buildings shown on the architectural drawings submitted 
by the applicant, makes it entirely unreasonable to accept the findings of the VA Memo. 

The Menlo Memo also notes that the VA conclusions relating to the potential 
beneficial use of sound "barriers" is highly suspect. The effectiveness of the baniers described 
to shield the northerly residential properties from the noise of the rooftop equipment is not 
suppmted by any numerical calculations. There is no shielding at all between the equipment and 
the hotel guest rooms immediately to the east of the equipment. Although the VA Memo 
recommends using equipment with minimal noise production, there are no manufacturer's 
specifications or calculations for sizing and identifying specific equipment. Without such 
specifications, it is not possible to accurately assess how noise will be generated from the 
Project, or how useful any theoretical sound barriers may be. 

10 See Section 1.1 at p. 2 of the Menlo Memo. 
11 See Section 1.2 at p. 3 of the Menlo Memo. 
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The Menlo Memo also observes that the proposed noise barrier shown as Figure 2 
at p. 4 of the VA Memo would be completely ineffective because of its location with respect to 
the noise source, the residential receptors, and the relative height of the proposed acoustical 
barrier compared to the northerly residences. Since the proposed barrier is located at the 
northerly end of the Landing Property, it would have absolutely no dampening effect on the 
noise directed at the nearby hotel guest rooms to the east of the noise sources. Finally, there are 
no calculations to support the assertion that the northerly noise barrier will provide any 
measurable noise reduction, let alone a full 6 dB A reduction. 12 

III. THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION IS INACCURATE AND INCOMPLETE. 

The Project Description, upon which the environmental review is based, is 
inconsistent with the Project's shared parking study and the traffic impact study. It also makes 
unsupported assumptions on noise impacts and does not mention the presence of significant 
sensitive noise receptors, including those located (a) across the LA River to the north, and (b) 
immediately to the east of the project's major noise sources, which includes Hotel Property 
guests. 

As noted above, there are also inconsistencies in the various descriptions oftotal 
building floor area. The Project Description in the MND describes 97,598 square feet of 
combined floor area. Both the shared parking study and the Department of Transportation 
Traffic Assessment memorandum dated March 18,2014 describe only 91,769 square feet of 
floor area. The Public Hearing Notice for the March 25,2015 hearing describes total new floor 
area of 97,807 square feet, 6,038 square feet of which is improperly excluded from the traffic 
impact and shared parking studies. These unexplained inconsistencies have obvious impacts on 
the accuracy ofthe conclusions and recommendations of the various studies. 

IV. THE MND DID NOT TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION THE OPERATIONAL 
IMP ACTS ON THE HOTEL PROPERTY PARKING OR ITS GUESTS. 

Despite the statement included in the MND's Project Description that "[t]he 
Sportsman's [sic] Lodge Hotel is not part of the Project and no parking for the Project will occur 
on the Hotel site" there are obvious impacts on the operations of the hotel that have not been 
considered. Most notable are the adverse impacts of the Landing Property's valet service and 
parking demand on the Hotel Property's parking and internal circulation and the new noise 
impacts on the sensitive residential receptors across the LA River to the north and the hotel 
guests to the east. None of these obvious impacts were considered at all. 

As noted at p. 4 of the Menlo Memo, Sections XIIa and XIIc in the Initial Study 
and Checklist at p. 19 of 46 of the MND for " [ e ]xposure of persons to or generation of noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies" and "[a] substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 

12 See Sections 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 2. 1 and 2.2 at pp. 3 and 4 of the Menlo Memo. 
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levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project" it is concluded that there 
would be a less than significant impact. The MND is silent as to how this conclusion was 
arrived at. The MND points to no evidence to support this conclusion. It could not have relied 
on the VA Memo (as flawed as it is) because the MND is signed and dated December 1, 2014 
and the VA Memo is dated February 6, 2015. 

The MND only addresses construction related noise sources. Standard Mitigation 
Measure XII-20 at p. 9 of 46 of the MND includes mitigation of temporary construction related 
noise, and does not include any specific mitigation associated with the day-to-day operations of 
the uses on the Landing Property. Notably, Appendix A: Environmental Impacts Explanation 
Table at p. 37 of 46 of the MND acknowledges that residences exist "less than 200 feet" from the 
new noise sources, but concludes that their impacts would be less than significant because the 
"project would not be allowed to exceed noise levels permitted by the LAMC." Without a study 
of the day-to-day operations on the Landing Property, there is nothing to support this conclusion. 

V. THE CULTURAL RESOURCES DISCUSSION IS UNSUPPORTED AND 
DEFERS WHAT LITTLE MITIGATION IT CONTAINS. 

A. The Historical Resources Analysis is Unsupported. 

The cultural resources discussion in the MND only addresses the City's prior 
consideration of the Sportsmen's Lodge complex as a City landmark, but does not consider the 
historical significance of the complex outside of the designation process. Page 28 of the MND 
references Council File 02-2648, which considered the proposed listing of portions of the 
complex on the City's local register of historic resources. The proposed listing was supported by 
a historical resource analysis prepared by Teresa Grimes and was denied "without prejudice." 
However, the denial of the listing does not indicate a lack of significance of the complex or of 
components of the complex. In fact, the determination of the City Council included an 
acknowledgement of, among other things, the significance of the historic gardens and water 
features, and required that any new development include interpretive features and provide a new 
garden area that "commemorates the look and feel" of the historic garden. Moreover, the denial 
"without prejudice" demonstrates that reconsideration should occur and that additional evidence 
could alter the City Council's determination, and Ventura Blvd. Associates will provide 
additional information to facilitate this reconsideration. The MND's inappropriate reliance only 
on the listing status of the complex, coupled with its failure to disclose the prior historical 
resources report and discuss whether the complex or portions of it retain historical significance 
within the meaning ofCEQA (see, e.g. , CEQA Guidelines §15064.5), results in a failure to 
support its claim that no significant impacts would occur. 

B. The archaeological and paleontological resources impact discussions are 
unsubstantiated. 

Page 29 of the MND asserts, without any evidentiary support, that unknown 
archaeological and paleontological resources are "unlikely." However, the MND does not 
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discuss any aspect of the known resources, or the lack any resources. Typically, any analysis of 
these issues would include, at a minimum, a basic records search from the California Historical 
Resources Information System (for archaeological and historic resources) and the Los Angeles 
County Museum ofNatural History or a similar institution (for paleontological resources). Those 
records searches, while not dispositive, would at least establish whether any previous study 
included the Project Site and, based on nearby studies, as well as the anticipated risk that 
resources may be present on the Project Site. Without even this basic information, any claim that 
resources are "unlikely" is wholly unsupported. This is particularly true for village sites and 
burials, which were common along waterways like the L.A. River: for example, the so-called 
"Lost Village of Encino." Given this environment, the MND's failure to provide even the bare 
minimum of information to inform any discussion is even more questionable. 

VI. THE CITY COUNCIL SHOULD VACATE THE ADOPTION OF THE MND AND 
REQUIRE PREPARATION OF AN EIR. 

Under CEQA, a lead agency must prepare a full Environmental Impact Report 
("EIR'') whenever it can be "fairly argued, based on substantial evidence ... that a project may 
have a significant effect on the environment." (Pub. Res. Code§§. 21080(d), 21082.2(d)) This 
"fair argument standard," establishes a strong presumption in favor of requiring preparation of 
an EIR, and intentionally creates as a low threshold for requiring an EIR be prepared when 
significant or potentially significant environmental impacts are identified. Consolidated lrrig. 
Dist. v City o_fSelma (2012) 204 CA4th 187, 207. Here, by approving the MND in reliance on 
improper conclusions and unsupported assumptions, the Commission failed to properly identify 
and consider the Project's likely environmental impacts, and therefore improperly approved the 
MND and its mitigation measures in its current form. Moreover, it is clear based on the evidence 
available in the administrative record, that a fair argument may be made that the Project will 
have a significant effect on the environment. 

For all of the reasons described above, an EIR is required, and the City Council 
should vacate the adoption of the MND. 

. .. JJ------

Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 
BMR:DFF 
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· j~bfm . c~in-1 
--~ - --- .... _ 

1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
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(310) 203-8080 (310) 203-0567 Fax 
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Ref: 74433-0001 

12833-12835 W. Ventura Boulevard/4218-4230 N. Coldwater Canyon 
A venue ("Landing Property'') 
Appeal ofDirector's Detennination 

Dear President Cochran and Members of the South Valley Area Planning Commission: 

This office represents Ventura Blvd. Associates, owner of the Sportsmen's Lodge 
Hotel property ("Hotel Property") and appellant in the above referenced Planning Director's 
("Director's") case. The Hotel Property is completely surrounded by the Landing Property and is 
severely impacted by the Director's approval of the demolition of the existing event center and 
construction of nearly 100,000 square feet of restaurant, retail and health club space. 

Attached hereto are memoranda from lteris, a traffic engineering and management 
firm, dated March 12, 2015 (the "lteris Memo")1 and from Menlo Scientific Acoustics, Inc., 
consultants in acoustics and communication teclmologies_, dated March 12,2015 (the "Menlo 
Memo"l. Iteris points out project and plan discrepancies _and identifies numerous issues in the 
shared parking and traffic studies3 which must be rectified before a project can be approved. 
Menlo notes that the noise impact study commissioned by the applicant from Veneldasen 
Associates ("VA"), dated February 6, 2015 is severely limited and flawed and incorporates 
assumptions and data gathering activity inconsistent with Chapter 11, Article 1 of the Los 

1 A copy of the Iteris Memo is attached hereto as Exhibit "A". 
2 A copy of the Menlo Memo is attached hereto as Exln'bit "B". 
3 References are to Shared Parking Demand Analysis for Sportsmen's Landing, dated May 2014, by Overland 
Traffic Consultants, Inc. and Traffic Impact Analysis for a Shopping Center & Hotel, dated January 2014, by 
Overland Traffic Consultant, Inc. contained in the Cicy Planning Department case file. 
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Angeles Municipal Code4 Noise Regulations. Further, the Proposed Mitigated Negative 
Declaration ENV-2014-887-:MND, dated December 1, 20i4 (the 11MND") is severely flawed and 
arrives at conclusions based on data and information that do not exist or was not available at the 
time of its publication 

This letter is in addition to our comments included with our appeal dated and filed 
February 20,2015.5 

I. TilE TRAFFIC IMPACT AND SHARED PARKING STUDIES ARE FLAWED. 

The Iteris Memo summarizes 11 serious problems associated with the traffic 
impact and shared parking studies. 

A. The site plan relied on for the studies is inaccurate. 

Iteris conducted a field survey of both the Landing Property and the Hotel 
Property on March 4, 2015 and found that 143 parking spaces exist on the Hotel Property.6 1bis 
fact notwithstanding, Iteris points out that Figure 2 of the shared parking study states there would 
be 173 spaces ( 163 spaces plus 10 valet spaces) on the Hotel Property. Thus, the shared parking 
study assumes there will be 30 additional parking spaces on the Hotel Property than exist today. 

The site plan submitted with the applicant's materials show three-deep tandem 
spaces at the southeasterly comer of the Hotel Property, two-deep tandem spaces near the hotel 
entry and additional striped parking at the northwesterly corner of the Hotel Property that do not 
exist Attempting to add spaces in these areas is physically problematic and likely could not be 
done. The site plan also shows valet drop off stations on the Hotel Property which do not exist 
now and which the owner of the Hotel Property does not consent to. 

B. The assumed valet and parking configuration are clearly disruptive of 
hotel operations. 

Among the Hotel Property owner's concerns are the use of the Hotel Property's 
parking spaces and circulation of vehicles and pedestrians patronizing the Landing Property 
through the Hotel Property as well as the intrusion of the valet service (queuing and circulation). 

4 Hereafter LAMC. 
5 A copy of our February 20, 2015 appeal is attached hereto as Exhibit "C" for your convenience. 
6 See paragraph No. 2 at p. 3 of the Iteris Memo. 
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The plan submitted by the applicant demonstrates a clear burden on the Hotel Property because 
all vehicles entering from Ventura Boulevard are required to traverse the Hotel Property's 
parking area to use the valet service or to park on the Landing Property. Those vehicles entering 
from Ventura Boulevard not wishing to use a valet service will park in the first and most 
convenient spaces they see, i.e., the Hotel Parking spaces before even thinking of looking for 
parlcing spaces on the Landing Property.7 

The Iteris Memo notes that the shared parking study assumes 99% capacity of the 
shared parking areas on the Landing Property are necessary to accommodate the uses on the 
Landing Property. 8 Of course, this means those looking for parking for Landing Property uses 
will overflow onto the Hotel Property parking spaces. 

C. The Director erred by deferring submission of a parking circulation 
and management plan. 

The Director accepted the conclusions of the traffic and shared parking studies 
without requiring a parking plan to demonstrate how the spaces could be arranged and used on 
the Hotel Property and Landing Property. Iteris notes that at least 44% of the Sportsmen's 
Landing parking would have to be ·arranged in tandem.9 Of C()urse, this arrangement with nearly 
half of the 446 parking spaces involved requires constant management with a sophisticated valet 
and parking management plan. No plan is included in the shared parking or traffic studies. 10 

D~ Traffic and parking counts are based on outdated data. 

Traffic counts rely on data as old as 2008 and shared parking counts are based on 
2010 data. Both sets of data exceed the City of Los Angeles standard of requiring data no more 
than two years old. 11 This is ooacceptable as it cannot be assumed that parking and traffic 
impacts have not changed during this extended period of time. 

lteris also notes that over 6,000 square feet of building floor area for the proposed 
buildings on the Landing Property are improperly ignored.12 The Project Description in the 

7 See paragraph No.6 at. p. 3 of the Iteris Memo. 
8 See paragraph No. 3 at p. 3 of the Iteris Memo. 
9 See paragraph No. 4 at p. 3 of the Iteris Memo. 
10 See paragraph No. 7 at p .. 4 of the Iteris Memo. 
11 See paragraph Nos. 8 and 9 at p. 4 of the lteris Memo. 
12 The Project Description .in the Notice of Public Hearing for the March 25, 2015 hearing descnbes 97,807 square 
feet of proposed comb.ined building floor area, 6,038 square feet ofwhich is "accessory space" including hallways 
and elevators. 
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MND describes five buildings comprising 97,598 square feet of floor area Both the shared 
parking study and the Department of Transportation Traffic Assessment memorandum dated 
March 18, 2014 describe only 91,769 square feet of floor area. The omission of this floor area, 
while if included would generate more peak parking demand and traffic volume impacts, would 
require additional parking and traffic mitigation measures not considered and not included in the 
MND. Additionally, the omission of this floor area allows the improper avoidance of Site Plan 
Review pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05. 13 

II. THE APPLICANT'S NOISE STUDY IS INCOMPLETE AND INACCURATE. 

The Menlo Memo describes severe deficiencies in the sound study performed by 
Veneklasen Associates and summarized in its February 6, 2015 memorandum (the "VA 
Memo")14

. 

A. The criteria of the VA Memo is not consistent with the requirements 
oftheLAMC. 

The Menlo Memo notes that the placement of the microphone on the roof of a 
residential building across the LA River does not meet the LAMC requirement that noise data 
gathering microphones be placed within four to five feet above the ground. The noise recorded 
at a higher elevation will be higher than at the Code required lower elevation. This skews the 
noise data by recording higher ambient noise levels than assumed by the LAMC. Assuming a 
higher ambient noise level allows the noise introduced by the project to exceed the actual noise 
level allowed by the LAMC. 15 

B. The equipment layout and proposed noise mitigation assumptions 
included in the VA Memo are highly questionable. 

The Menlo Memo analyses the assumed equipment location for the new buildings 
on the Landing Property and notes that it is lrighly questionable that all the five buildings' 
operating equipment can be located as described in the VA Memo. While the assumed location 
described creates certain advantages to the residential receptors across the LA River, the VA 
Memo makes no mention whatsoever as to the anticipated impacts to the nearby guest rooms on 
the Hotel Property. 16 This, together with the fact that the site plan relied on for the VA Memo 

13 See paragraph No. 10 at p. 4 of the Iter is Memo. 
14 A copy of the VA Memo (with Menlo highlights and comments) is attached hereto as Exhibit "D". 
15 See Section 1.1 at p. 2 of the Menlo Memo. 
16 See Section 1.2 at p. 3 of the Menlo Memo. 
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does not include all the buildings shown on the architectural drawings submitted by the 
applicant, makes it entirely unreasonable to accept the fin~ings of the VA Memo. 

The Menlo Memo also recognizes that the summary conclusions of the VA Memo 
with respect to the use of soWld "barriers" is highly suspect. The effectiveness of the barriers 
described to shield the northerly residential properties from the noise of the rooftop equipment is 
not supported by any numerical calculations. There is no shielding at all between the equipment 
and. the hotel guest rooms immediately to the east of the equipment. Although the VA Memo 
recommends using equipment with minimal noise production, there are no manufacturer's 
specifications or calculations for sizing and identifYing specific equipment 

The Menlo Memo observes that the noise barrier shown as Figure 2 at p. 4 of the 
VA Memo would be completely ineffective because of its location with respect to the noise 
source and the residential receptors and the relative height of the proposed acoustical barrier 
compared to the northerly residences. Since the proposed barrier is located at the northerly end 
of the Landing Property, it would have absolutely no effect on the nearby hotel guest rooms to 
the east of the noise sources. Finally, there are no calculations to support the assertion that the 
northerly noise barrier will provide any measurable noise reduction, let alone a full 6 dBA 
reduction. 17 

ill. THE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT IS INADEQUATE. 

The MND is incomplete, it relies on unsupported assumptions leading to 
unsupported conclusions and lacks appropriate mitigation measures. Based on the evidence .in 
the administrative record, a fair argument can be made that the proposed project would have a 
significant effect on the environment. Therefore, an Environmental Impact Report is required. 

A. The Project Description is inaccurate and incomplete. 

The Project Descriptio~ on which the environmental review is based, is 
inconsistent with the shared parking study and the traffic impact study. It also makes 
unsupported assumptions on noise impacts and does not mention the presence of sensitive noise 
receptors across the LA River to the north or the hotel guests immediately to the east of the 
project's major noise sources. 

17 See Sections 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1:6, 2.1 and2.2 at pp. 3 and 4 of the Menlo Memo. 
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As noted above, there are also inconsistencies in the various descriptions of total 
building floor area. The Project Description in the MND describes 97,598 square feet of 
combined floor area. Both the shared parking study and the Department of Transportation 
Traffic Assessment memorandum dated March 18, 2014 describe only 91,769 square feet of 
floor area. The Public Hearing Notice for the March 25, 2015 hearing describes total new floor 
area of 97,807 square feet, 6,038 square feet of which is improperly excluded from the traffic 
impact and shared parking studies. These unexplained inconsistencies have obviollS impacts on 
the accuracy of the conclusions and recommendations of the various studies. 

B. The MND did not take into consideration the operational impacts on 
the Hotel Property parking or its guests. 

Despite the statement included in the MND's Project Description that "[t]he 
Sportsman's [sic] Lodge Hotel is not part of the Project and no parking for the Project will occur 
on the Hotel site11 there are obvious impacts on the operations of the hotel that have not been 
considered. Most notable are the adverse impacts of the Landing Property's valet service and 
parking demand on the Hotel Property's parking and internal circulation and the new noise 
impacts on the sensitive residential receptors across the LA River to the north and the hotel 
guests to the east. None of these obvious impacts were considered at all. 

As noted at p. 4 of the Menlo Memo, Sections Xlla and Xllc in the Initial Study 
and Checklist at p. 19 of 46 of the 1v1ND for " [ e ]xposure of persons to or generation of noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies" and "[a] substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project" it is concluded that there 
would be a less than significant impact. The Jv1ND is silent as to how this conclusion was 
arrived at The MND points to no evidence to support this conclusion. It could not have relied 
on the VA Memo (as flawed as it is) because the MND is signed and dated December 1, 2014 
and the VA Memo is dated February 6, 2015. 

The IVfND only addresses construction related noise sources. Standard Mitigation 
Measure XII-20 at p. 9 of 46 of the MND includes mitigation of temporary construction related 
noise, and does not include any speci$.c mitigation associated with the day-to-day operations of 
the uses on the Landing Property. Notably, Appendix A: Environmental Impacts Explanation 
Table at p. 37 of 46 of the MND acknowledges that residences exist "less than 200 feet" from the 
new noise sources, but concludes that their impacts would be less than significant because the 
"project would not be allowed to exceed noise levels permitted by the LAMC." Without a study 
of the day-to-day operations on the Landing Property, there i~ nothing to support this conclusion. 
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IV. CONCLUSION. 

For all the reasons included here and in our February 20, 2015 appeal materials 
and such additional evidence and testimony to be provided at the March 25, 2015 public hearing, 
the appeal should be granted, the Director's determination should be overturned and the project 
should be denied. 

KKM:kkm 
Enclosures 
cc: Robert Duenas, via e-mail 

Jennifer Driver, via e~mail 
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Very truly yours, 

BENJAMIN M. REZNIK and 
KEVIN K. MCDONNELL of 
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 
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Memorandum 
To; Benjamin Reznik- Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

From: . Deepak Kaushik 

Datr. March 12, 2015 

Re: Sportsmen's Landing Parkingffraffic/Circulation Peer Review Comments 

This memorandum summarizes lteris' findings from the peer review of the Shared Parking Demand Analysis 
report dated May 2014 for the proposed Sportsmen's Landing project located at the northeast comer of the 
Coldwater Canyon AvenueNentura Boulevard intersection in the Studio City area of the City of Los Angeles. The 
review also evaluated the project's Traffic Impact Analysis, dated January 2014, and parking and circulation 
configurations contained in the Site Plan dated October 2014. The following summarizes our findings: 

1. The site plan provided by the applicant includes both the Sportsmen's Landing property and the 
Sportsmen's Lodge Hotel property and is shown on Figure 1. There are several locations on the 
Sportsmen's Lodge Hotel property that are not depicted accurately in the site plan. These discrepancies 
are highlighted in the figure and summarized below: 

o Location 1: The Sportsmen's Landing valet drop-off location shown on the site plan appears to 
be contained on the Sportsmen Lodge Hotel property. This valet drop-off is not part of the hotel 
property. Further, the location of this valet drop-off has the potential to .create traffic flow conflicts 
with hotel-related traffic as the valet service would need to drive through the hotel property to 
parl< and return cars. It is also unclear where the Sportsmen's Landing valet service would park 
vehicles. 

o Location 2: The hotel property does not have striped tandem parking at this location. 
o Location 3: The hotel property does not contain three-car tandem parking at this location, only 

two-car tandem parking, as shown in the photo below. 
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o Location 4: There are currently no palking spaces provided at this location on either 
the hotel property or Sportsmen's Landing property, as there is a storage unit on the 
site (see photo below). Thus, it would be incorrect to assume the angled parking 
shown on the site plan. 

2. Based on a recent field visit to the project site, it was verified that there are 143 total spaces on the 
Sportsmen's Lodge Hotel property. These include 137 regular spaces and six handicap spaces. Figure 
2 of the Shared Parking Demand Analysis states that there would be 173 total spaces (163 spaces plus 
10 valet spaces). No parking capacity changes should be assumed on the hotel property. 

3. The weekday peak parking demand associated with the Sportsmen's Landing development is identified 
as 440 spaces in the shared parking demand study when considering shared parking conditions. The 
parking capacity of the property would be 446 spaces. While the project may technically satisfy City code 
requirements using the shared parking analysis, it is still projected to be 99% full during peak conditions. 
Thus, it can be expected that visitors to the Sportsmen's Landing site wou!d choose not to deal with 
attempting to search for and find parking in the last 5-100/o of available parking spaces during peak 
conditions. These visitors would likely opt to park in the hotel lot where parking is more readily available. 

4. In reviewing the site plan, it appears that a total of 430 parking spaces are provided on the Sportsmen's 
Landing property, give or take a few spaces that are split by the property lines, which differs from the 446 
spaces stated in the Shared Pali<ing Demand Analysis. Of these 430 spaces, 189 spaces are tandem 
spaces (93 spaces x 2-car tandem, and 1 space x 3-car tandem). Thus, 44% of the parking provided on 
the Sportsmen's Landing site is part of a tandem space which requires a certain level of operation. These 
spaces would not be considered desirable to most visitors to the s~e. and could lead to many visitors 
parking in the hotel site spaces. 

5. Tables 3 and 4 of the Shared Parking Demand Analysis show the weekday and weekend time of day 
parking demand based on Urban Land Institute (ULI) time of day percentages. However, the percentages 
are not shown, only the resulting demand. A separate raw or table with the percentages assumed should 
be provided so that the reviewer can verify that the correct percentages were applied. 

6. rt can be assumed that the majority of trips would enter off Ventura Boulevard. It is likely that the trips 
entering off Ventura Boulevard would enter at the western driveway since this is the closer of the two 
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driveways to the Sportsmen's Landing project uses. These entering vehicles are most likely to choose 
the closest available parking space which would likely be contained on the hotel property site. 

7. The Sportsmen's Landing project applicant shou[d submit a Parking Management plan detailing how 
visitor parking would be contained solely on their property. It should include details on ingress and egress 
at the designated access points, removal of any current driveways on the site, traffic flow of valet service, 
and signage at driveway entrances as well as within the site .. 

8. Traffic counts utilized in the Traffic Impact Analysis were collected in 2008. The Traffic Impact Analysis 
is dated January 2014. The City of Los Angeles 'Traffic Study Policies and Procedures' states that a 
traffic study "should not use any traffic counts that are more than two years old". The Traffic Impact 
Analysis should utilize more recent traffic count data. 

9. Parking counts at the Equinox sites utilized in the Shared Parking Demand Analysis were collected in 
2010. The Shared Parking Demand Analysis is dated May 2014. LA DOT recommends the use of counts 
that are no more than two years old. The Shared Parking Demand Analysis should utilize more recent 
parking count data. 

10. Both the Shared Parking Demand Analysis and the Traffic Impact Analysis neglect to include the 6,038 
square feet of accessory uses in the parking demand or trip generation calculations. The definition of 
floor area does not exclude "hallways". This 6,038 square feet of space should be attributed to one of or 
a combination of the three uses proposed. With this 6,038 square feet considered part of the Sportsmen's 
Landing project uses, it is very likely that the peak parking demand of the site would exceed the available 
capacity. In addition, there is the potential that additional traffic impacts would be triggered by the increase 
in project trips. 

11 . In the Project Description (Chapter 2) of the Traffic Impact Analysis, it is mentioned that traffic signals are 
proposed at the project site driveway at Coldwater Canyon Avenue (offset with Valleyheart Drive) and 
the eastern project site driveway at Ventura Boulevard {lined up with Alcove Avenue). However, the 
analysis does not contain signal warrant analyses to justify the need for traffic signals based on the peak 
hour volumes exiting each driveway. 

Summary 

In summary, our review of the studies has brought up some significant issues with the applicanfs plans for the 
Sportsmen's Landing property that should be addressed before the project is approved. These primary ~SSl!es 
include: 

• Project site plan discrepancies that assume changes to the hotel property site that have not been agreed 
to by the hotel property owner. 

• Strong probability of Sportsmen's Landing visitors parking on the hotel site property based on: 
o Locations of destination/driveways relative to available parking; and 
o Peak parking conditions nearing capacity (99%) on the Sportsmen's Landing site leading 

visitors to park on the hotel's property where available parking could be more easily found. 

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the above comments and we will be glad to discuss them 
with you. I can be reached directly at 213.802.1715. 
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CMJ!];00[1@ @©O~OOuO[pO© &©©M~v0©~9 DOO©o 
Consultants In Acoustics and Communication Technologies 

Mr. Benjamin M. Reznik 
J effer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

' 1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7t1t Floor 
Century City, California 90067 

Subject: 

Dear Ben; 

Sportsmen's Lodge REW LLC 
Review of Noise Report, Architectural Drawings, and 
Mitigated Negative Declaration 

12 March 2015 

This letter presents our review of documents submitted by the developer for the proposed project. 
The proposed project is the construction of new multi-structure complex of 1- and 2-story structures 
approximately 98,000 square feet in net area that will house a health club, retail stores, and restaurants. 

A. Introduction 

The proposed layout of the complex is shown in Figure 1, Site Plan, below. Figure 2, Ground Level 
Plan, and Figure 3, Second Level Plan, show where the proposed retail, food & beverage, and health club 
leases are located These are from the 14 October 2014 drawing set provided to us by Mr. Jake Jesson of 
Weintraub Real Estate Group on 16 January 2015. 

The proposed layout of mechanical equipment is shown .in Figure 4, Proposed Mechanical 
Equipment Locations 1-5 on Low Roof of New Facility, from the Veneklasen Associates letter to Project 
Delivery Analysts, dated 6 February 2015. 

The proposed project features six buildings as shown in Figure 1 - four small 1 level structures, 1 
medium size dual level (part llevel and part 2level, and one large dual level (part 1level and part 2level). 
The large dual level building sits on the southwest comer of the site, the medium dual level building sits to 
the northeast of the large building and to the west of the north wing of the existing hoteL Two small1level 
buildings sit to the south of the medium dual level building and to the west and northwest of the south wing 
of the existing hotel. Two medium size llevel buildings sit between the two medium 1 level buildings and 
the large dual level building. 

While the hotel building is noted on the drawings, the multi-story residential building and single 
family residences to the north of the project site across the Los Angeles River are not shown. 

The site plan shows traffic citculation for the proposed development which features valet stations, 
to the south of the hotel and to the west of the hotel on the north side, where vehicles would then be 
parked in spaces surrounding the hotel. 

Figure 2 and Figure 3 shows 10 food & beverage based businesses in the propose project, one of 
which includes the second level of the medium dual level building. The food & beverage businesses on the 
first level will feature outdoor seating while the establishment on the second level of the medium dual level 
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building may have balcony seating. 

Figure 3 shows that most of the health club will be located on the second level of the large dual level 
building. Impact from sound system operation for certain activities, such as Spinning which feature high 
impulsive sound levels with a great amount of low-frequency sounds, is not discussed nor is the mitigation 
for same through the glass exterior. 

B. Review 

V eneklasen Associates (VA) prepared a letter that presents their analysis of impact on residential 
property due to the noise from proposed rooftop equipment and parking lot traffic. The report is concise, 
but incomplete, and in some sections, inaccurate. 

Part 1. 0 - Rooftop Mechanical Equipment 

-Section 1.1 - Criteria 

1!1- The report says that the design of the rooftop mechanical equipment will be designed to allow project 
noise levels to exceed the measured ambient noise level and/ or the presumed ambient noise level, City of 
Los Angeles Municipal Code Chapter XII Noise Regulation (Code) section 111.03, Minimum Ambient 
Noise Level, citing Code section 112.02, Air Conditioning, Refrigeration, Heating, Pumping, Filtering 
Equipment. As ~-uch the proposed project can increase the noise impact on the residential units to the 
north, and although not mentioned in the VA report, the guest rooms to the east, which are closer to the 
proposed development. This appears to contradict the "good neighbor" statement in VA letter section 2.2 
(see below). The VA report does not present any calculations for the expected noise levels at the residences 
to the north, or at the hotel, due to the proposed project's mechanical systems. 

'lf3 -The results from VA ambient noise monitoring is for a location that does not meet the requirements of 
Code section 111.02 (a), as the microphone was on the roof of the home located at the southwest comer of 
Alcove Avenue and V alleyheart Drive S, and not, per the second paragraph of the cited section, "Except 
when impractical, the microphone shall be located four to five feet above the ground and ten feet or more 
from the nearest reflective surface." As such the measured noise levels can be higher than for a position at 
an elevation of four to five feet above the ground. The backyard of the residence at the corner of Alcove 
Avenue and Valley heart DriveS offers locations that meet the criteria as we11 as locations at the property 
line to the north ofValleyheart DriveS. 

A noise survey was conducted by the undersigned from 4 March 2015 to 9 March 2015 where the lowest 
noise level during the day (JAM to 10 PM) was 43 dB LAS99, where LAS:xx is the noise level exceeded 
"xx'' percent of the time, A-weighted, meter on slow response, 15 minute time period. For the night time 
(10 PM to 7 AM) the lowest measured level was 38 dB LAS99. The microphone for these measurements 
was at the south property wall, near Alcove Avenue, of the residence at the southwest corner of Alcove 
Avenue and Valleyheart Drive S. During this time there was construction activity to the north of this 
receptor location on Thursday, 5 Match, and Friday, 6 March, as well as trash collection at the multi-family 
building to the west of the receptor which may have affected the measured noise levels. 

Since the measured ambient level in the VA report was determined from a location that does not conform 
to the requirements of Code section 111.02 (a), the measured level is not valid Per our measurements the 
ambient levels are per Code section 111.03 Table IT 50 dBA during daytime hours and 40 dBA during the 
nighttime hours. 
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-Section 1.2 - Proposed Mechanical Equipment Layout 

VA states that all mechanical equipment will be located only on the low roof areas of the structures (see 
Figure 4, below, which is VA report Figure 1, Proposed Mechanical Equipment Locations 1-5 on Low 
Roofs of New Facility) implying that the equipment for the much larger two story area adjacent to location 
3 and that for the two story area adjacent to location 1 will be only placed here. This presents some 
problems -how to fit all this HV AC equipment on the smaller roof areas? How does the ducting and other 
pipes run from the lower building roof areas to the larger buildings? Where are the exhaust fans from 
second floor restrooms in the health club and from the food & beverage business on the second level of 
one building? Where is the kitchen exhaust for the second level food & beverage business (and, if there is 
one, for the health club)? 

There is no mention of the impact of the proposed project's roof mounted mechanical equipment on the 
nearby hotel guestrooms to the east of buildings 1, 2, 4, and 5, as well as the concentrated amount of 
equipment on building 3. 

Also note that Figure 1 in the VA report differs from that in the Gensler set - two 1 level buildings are 
missing from the VA figure- and so is any mention of the impact from these, and other, project mechanical 
systems on the hotel guest rooms. 

-Section 1.3 - Barrier Design 

Barrier design can provide mitigation, but at low frequencies the added attenuation is much less than that at 
higher frequencies . As described the barrier panels can be 7' -0" in height - which will be above the roof 
line of any building where installed. For equipment on the roof of the second story structures this can be 
+40 feet above grade. There are no calculation to show the impact of the equipment from the five sautee 
locations (although there are seven) on the guest rooms to the east or the residences to the north. 

-Section 1.4- Building Shielding 

The building shielding may only be effective to some of the receptors to the north. There is no shielding to 
the guestrooms to the east. 

-Section 1.5- Unit Manufacturer's Noise Control Options 

1b.is is a nice sentiment, but does not explain how to insure the quietest models are selected and installed, 
that the barrier design is optimized (height and mass), and the construction is correctly implemented. 

Section 1.6 - Code Compliance 

There are no assumed levels, no calculated attenuation from any barrier, and no expected levels at any 
receptors. The impact is unknown. 

Part 2.0 Parking Lot Traffic 

-Section 2.1 -Proposed Barrier 

Barriers are most effective when a source or receiver are dose to the barrier and below the top of the 
barrier. The barrier in the figure, which is at the north property line, will be close for the parking lot traffic 
and for the people walking along the Los Angeles .river, but for other soutces it will be of minimal value -
the primary attenuation of the noise from the proposed project to the receptors to the north of the Los 
Angeles river will be due to the distance between the sources and the receivers. The barrier offers little 
mitigation for the residences to the north and no mitigation for the guestrooms to the east. 
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-Section 2.2- Parking Lot Traffic Noise Findings 

Although there may not be any specific code noise limit for parking lot activities, the noise for all activities, 
including that from parking lot traffic activities, have limits per the Code. The noise from any activity may 
not exceed the limits of Code. If we take the measured ambient noise level in the VA report, 43 dBA, and 
accept that the parking lot traffic activities will increase by 3 dB above this, then the actual noise from these 
activities will be 6 dB above the presumed ambient noise level. 

The report.also states "that the owner is wanting to be a 'good neighbor' by limiting parking lot noise 
transmission to the north ... " and "the proposed noise barrier along the property line will provide 
approximately 6 dBA of noise reduction." As noted in the comments for section 2.1, above, this reduction 
is only for sources, in this case parking lot traffic activities, close to the barrier. 

As to the expected mitigation from the barrier, as noted above, due to the distance from the barrier to the 
residences to the north, the additional mitigation, over that from distance attenuation, will be minimal at 
best. For sources further from the barrier, the proposed additional attenuation over that from distance will 
be less, and for some, there will be no additional attenuation. 

Further, the VA report does not address the impact of parking lot traffic activities and operations on the 
hotel, nor the impact of the parking lot traffic activities related to the extended hours (opening and closing 
times) for the health club, such as slamming of car doors, loud radios, and tire screech. 

C. Comments 

A full and complete noise survey report should include at least the following items: 

1. Introduction -project location, surrounding land use especially residential receptors, and a full 
description of the proposed project. 

2. Characteristics of Environmental Noise - definitions of terms, the basics of noise propagation, and 
a brief description of audible sound level differences. 

3. Existing Environmental Setting -list all noise sensitive receptors for the project location, describe 
the existing noise environment (levels, sources, metrics, times, locations). 

4. Significance Criteria- code and impact thresholds for both the construction and operational phases. 
5. Environmental Noise Impacts- for both construction and operational phases from traffic, parking, 

mechanical systems, other equipment, and all activities under the CUP. 
6. Cumulative hnpacts and Mitigations - show noise level calculations for the cumulative impact on 

receptors due to the various sources, describe options for required mitigation measures, and show 
the calculated levels with mitigation for both the construction and operational phases, with special 
attention to some businesses' late closings. 

There are also some items in the "Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration" 
report dated 30 October 2014 that are of concern: 

1. On page 12/46 in that the project description of land use within 500 feet of the project omits the 
residential neighborhood and hotel receptors and lists only commercial uses. 

2. In the environmentally factors matrix section (page 19/46) the report finds there is less than 
significant impact, in Matrix sections XIIa, for "exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies," and in section Xllc, for "a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project" How was this 
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determined? It is contradicted within the report by the entry in Appendix A, Environmental 
Impacts Explanation Table (page 37 146) fo.r item Xllb where the explanation states ''The project 
abuts the Los Angeles Rivet and is less than 200 feet from residential properties to the north. 
Therefore, the project would result in substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels above 
the existing noise levels." 

3. In the environmentally factors matrix section (page 19146) the .report finds there are potentially 
significant impacts unless mitigation is incorporated, in Matrix section Xllb, for "exposure of 
persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or gtoundbome noise levels," and in 
section XIIc, a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project." How was this determined? 

4. In Appendix A, Environmental Impacts Explanation Table (page 37 I 46) for item XIIb the 
explanation states "The project abuts the Los Angeles River and is less than 200 feet from residential 
properties to the north. Therefore, the project would result in substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels above the existing noise levels." The mitigation measure entry states "XII-20 
The Department of Building and Safety shall insure that mitigation measures are complied with." 
What mitigation measures? When will these be implemented? 

5. In Appendi'C A, Environmental Impacts Explanation Table (page 381 46) for item XIIc the 
explanation states "The project abuts the Los Angeles River and is less than 200 feet from residential 
properties to the north. Therefore, the project would result in substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels above the existing noise levels." The mitigation measure entry states "XII_20 
Mitigation measure XII-20 would reduce project impacts to less than significant." There are no 
specific mitigation measures in XII -20 (page 9 I 46) other than general requirements. 

Some of the sources that were not identified in the VA report, and the impact of same on the 
residential and hotel properties, include, but may not be limited to: 

1. Events in the open areas of the proposed project that feature amplified music, inflatable rides, and 
food trucks. 

2. Bus d.rop-off and pick-up. 
3. Trash pickup. 
4. Delivery trucks. 
5. Events coordinated with the hotel due to the common management of the hotel and the proposed 

project. 

NAS:sk 

Please contact me to discuss if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

MENLO SCINETIFIC ACOUSTICS, INC. 

Neil A. Shaw, FASA, FAES 
Principal 
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Figure 1 - Site Plan 
Source: Gensler drawing A2.01 
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Source: Gensler drawing A2.12 

SPORTSMEN'S LODGE REW LLC- DEVELOPER DOCUMENTs REVIEW 

--... -- ......... ... ___ 

l 

8 



Figure 1. Proposed Mechanical Equipment Locations l·S on Low Roofs of New Facility 
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Figure 4- VA Report Figure 1 ·Proposed Mechanical Equipment Locations 1-5 
on Low Roofs of New Facility 

Source: VA Report Figure 1 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
PLANNING ~PARTMENT 

MASTER APPEAL FORM 

APPEAL TO THE: South Valley Area Planning Commission 

REGARDING CASE NO.: DIR-2014-886-SPP-SPPA 

page 1 oq 

This application Is to be used for any authoriZed appea!s of discretionmy actions administered by the 
Planning Department Appeals must be delivered In person With the following Information filled out and be 
in accordance w!lh the Municipal Code. A copy of th& action being appaaJed must be lncJud~. If the 
appellant Is the original applicant, a copy of the receipt must also be Included. 

APPELLANT INFORMATION: PLEASE; PRINT CLEARL'( 

Name Venlllra Blvd. Associates; olo: Mldwood Investment & Development J" "T'l. "'• 

M;tillng Address 430 Park Avenue, ·Sulle 505 

New York, NY Zip: 10022:3605 

W6rk Phone: ( 212 } 682-9596 Home Phone~ ( ~) .=.29:::.:2.=--4.:.:9:....:1..:..0 ____ _ 

a) Are you or do you represent the original applicant? 
{Circle One) YES NO 

b) Ate you filing to support the original applicanfs position? 
{Circle One) YES NO . 

c} Are you tiling for yourself or on behalf of other parties, an organlz:alfon or company? 
(Circle One) SELF OTHER ' 

d) lf"other" pl$ase sU\te the name of the person(s), organization or company (print cleal1y or type) 

REPRESENTATIVE 

Nane Benjamin Reznik, Esq. of Jaffer Mangels BuUer & Mltchelll.LP 

MailillJ Address~---..,----.,....,..~---=,.,......,,..,-------------------
1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 

______ L_o_s_A_n~gel_e_s..;.,_C_A _____________ Zip 90067 

Work Phone: ( 310} ...,6"'1;0.,1-3;.:;§7~2 _______ Home Phone : ( ) --------

APPEAL INFORMATION 
A complete copy of the decision letter is necessary to determine the final dafe to appeal, u~er what 
authorizing legislation, and what, If any, addHlonal materials are needed to file the appeal. 

Appeals to the City Coun~ll from a deterrninatron on a· Tentatlv• Tract (TT ·or VTT) by the City 
(Area) Planning Commtasion must be ftlad within 10 days of the wrjtten de!§Dnlnation of the 
Commlaalon. 

Final Date to Appeal; _F_M~_nu_acy_. _23_•_2_01_5 ____________________ _ 
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REASONS FOR APf!J:ALING 

· Are you -appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

\!9 Entire [J Part 

Indicate: 1) How you are aggrieVed by the decision; end 2) Why do you believe the decision-maker erred 
or abused their discretion? If you are not appeeling the whole determination, please explain a11d 
specifically ide11tify which part of the determination you are appealing. 

Attach add1tionalsheete if necessary. 

See Attachment 

ADOlTlONAL INFORMATION 

o Original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee from orlfji11al applicants. 

• Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt. 

• Any additional Information or materials required for liling an appeal must be provided in 
accordance with the I.AMC regulations as specified In the original determlnatlon Jetter. A copy of 
the determination/decision letter Is required. 

• Acceptance of e complete and timely appeal is based upon successful completio11 and 
examination of ell the required Information. 

• Seven copies and th~ original appeal are required. 

I certify that t~:::nrc_g~ in this application are complete and true: 

Appellant __ ~,· So"'k:._;..:,...--'~~~--=;::....:::::::----------------------

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

ReceiJ1l No. tJ2tJ3/9'fS$kr.ount &/t?k ~ 
Application Rece~i-Jr?;. ~.J 

Application Deemed Complete----------------------

Copies provided: r::r;.ermination ~ 
f#oA6 P.··u'D 

Determination Autllority No1ified (rf necessary) 0 

CP~7769 (09/19/00) 

0 Receipt (original 
applicant only) 



June10, 1996 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Pub/Jc Count9TB 
Zonlng Admillistrators 

Robert Janovlcl 

REJECTION OF IMPROPER APPEALS 

page 3 af3 

Ths MunlcipBI Code provides fh8# sn appeal from a Zoning Adminl8trator's action must " .. set" forlh 
specifica/Fy #fl!l points at issue, lh9 masons far the apfl{Jal, and wheiBfn the appaHant believes there was 
en Mror or abuse of discretiOn by the Zoolng Ar!mfnlstrafor"'.. 

It has hlsrorically b68fl the City's policy to be lib6ra/ wheJJ viewing appeals end t;Jefermlnlng wheth&r they 
met the IBqulsite minimum fbmsholcl. However, a review of the requirements seems appropriate at this 
time. Recently, I dismiSQed an 6fJPBal which by Its terms cloa.rty was based upon a personal dispute 
betwe&IJ two adjoliJing propetfy ownem and having nothing to da with the historic, current cir prospsotive 
use Of the prop91ty whfcb ~s the ~ubjoot of lh6 original appffuation. 

-~-·' atTLiequesting lhat..s/1 appeals .be. reviewed upon submittal W detail to ensure that the prospective 
appt;J0ants indicate clearly how they BTB peTSOOally aggrieved (Impacted) by the l1flderlylng action and 
whemin tha Zoning AdmlnistTator ermd or abused dlscretlo11. staff 8hould /19V8r write out languagFJ for an 
individurJI nor -give advice as to the possible outooma af an appeal or undc'Niyfng action. If theM 1B an 
~ue in a parocular case as to whether an app9al is properly fllled out, contact me dfrecUy. If I am 
unava/18ble, contact the Administrator who 181/alsan to th& countt1r. 

Persons asking questions about appeals should be advised not to waft until the fast minute to do so - ill 
the event they are unexpectedly late due to traffic or other reasons, no exceptions wm be made. L.lkewiae, 
no leeway will be given dt.Je to th& mail prfvate delivery service or other source not delivering .the appeal 
on ~ As such, ptospSCtive appellants shol.Pd be~ ufJ18d to fil&'the appeak per,ronelly. 

RJ:/mc. 



DIR-20l4-ft66..SPP..SPPA 

12833-12835 W. Veutura BoulevaQ"d 

4218-4230 N. Coldwater Canyon Avenue 

Attaehment to Appeal ofPhmDing Direetor's Conditional Approval 

Febrwuy lO, 2015 

Appellant, Ventura Blvd. Associates. submits this appeal~ pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal 
Code ("LAMC") Section 11.5.7 C.6, oftlw entire decision oftbcPlatming Director (the 
"Director") involving Project Permit COmpliance and Specific Plan AdjuS1ment to the Ventura
Cahuenga Boulevard Corridor SpeciflC Plan (the "Specific Plan") for the Property referenced 
above. 

I. THE POINTS AT ISSUE. 

o The Shsted Parking Study is flawed and incomplete. 
o The Mitigated Negative Declaration is tlawed. 
" Noise impacts on the swrounding residential neighborhood. 
o Private agreements cODffict with the approval. 

ll. THE REASON FOR 1HE APPEAL. 

Appellant's interests in the Sportsmen's Lodge Hotel me severely damaged by the 
Director's decision. The impacts on the smrounding neighborhood are not mitigatecl 

III. THE DIRECTOR ERRED AND ABUSED HIS DISCRETION. 

A. The Shared Par.kiag Study relies on 80UDlptions not supported by any 
evidew:e. 

The Director erred by accepting an incomplete shared parking study. Section 7.F.4 of the 
Specific Plan provides fur the Director's authority to permit shared parki:og as a part of a 
Project Permit Compliance 11SO long as he or she finds that the application meets all of the 
requirements ofLAMC Seotion 12.24 X:.20{a)." This Section provides, among othex 
reqoit'ed finding~ tJmt: 

LA ll'11S201iYl 

"1he applicant and parti~ operating the-shared parking :facility 
shall submit written evidence in a fomt satisfuctory to 1he Office of 
Zoning Admiirlstrati.on which descn"bes the nature of the uses. 
hours of operation, parlriog reqoiremenbl, and the allocation of 
parking spaces, and which demonstrates that the required parlcing 
for each use will be IMlilable taking into account their hollrS of 
operation." 

' t\'l 1·'.j\ •) 
·' 

,., .. .,... 
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1be Parking Study merely calculates a number of estimated parldng spaces at peak hour 
demand wi.'l:hDut considering the aotuW. hours of opemtio~ the parking allocation for each 
use or whether 1he s~ vrould actually be available during the hours of operation. At 
p. 37 of the Shared Parking Study. it is concluded that "[b]ased on these estimates ••. the 
peak parking demands r;f the shopping center can be accommodated by the 446 on-site 
parking spaces, with valet service and mechanically openUied parking spaces, aa.d 98 
bicycle spaces ..•. ll The Director adopte4 this oonclusion without requiring a parking 
plan or circulation plan. There is no limit, f~r exam~ on how many of the 446 spact'8 
woutd be pro.vided by mechanicaJ lift or arranged in tandem on the Sportsmen's Landing 
Property ("Landing Property"). Thus, there is no indication of where the different types 
of spaces would be arranged on the Landing Property and what impact would result to the 
operation and patrons of the Sportsmen's Lodge Hotel Property ("Hotel Property"). 

Additionally, approval of the Shared Parking Study did not ta1re info account the internal 
parking circulati.on. Condition No. A. 11 at p . '6 of the December 22~ 2014 approval letter 
(the ,.Approval Letter") provides that: 

nPrior to Plannjng clearance, the applicant shall submit a traffic 
circulation plan to the Department ofTraosporta.ti.on fur review 
and approval of parki.ng. and vehicle traffic circulation." 

Further yet,. Condition NQ. B. 1 at p. 15 of the Approval Letter requires a Plan Approval 
12 and 18 months after the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy f'C of 0 11

) fur. at least 
800/o of the project "to determine tbe effeet of1he shared parking on the surrounding 
ootnmlJDity,ll 

Conditions Nos. A. 11 and B. 1 make it clear that the decision to allow shared parking 
was based on insufficient evidence. How can a nearly 100,000 square :fuot development 
be approved when the layout and circulation of the parking is uuknown and the impacts 
unmitigated or, at the least, dofetted unJ.il further study after the C of O's for the buildings 
are issued? 

A patking and circulation p~ must be reqUired before the project is approved. The 
Hotel Property is completely SWTounded by 1he Landing Property. As currently 
appiQved, the project will severely im.paot the Hotel operation and parking area. Patrons 
entering from Ventura Boulevard will cleady seek out the most convenient parking 1hey 
see. Certainly, without clear conditions restricting~ drivers entering :from 
Ventura Boulevard wil11raverse across the Hotel parking 1~ either to park there or to 
access parking at the euter1y side ofthe Landing Property. 

,., .. -. - I,. I 
I , • l. 

LAI112S20Gvl ....... ,. 
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lJ. TJle approwl doe; DOt take into consideration tho limitations. of standing 
private J~ agteellleut& affecting the parldng and dreulation. 

There arc !liguificant conflicts wi1h emting and active pri~ parking agreements 
between ttre Sportsmen's Landing property and the Sportsmen's Lodge property. 
AI1hough.Conditim.tA. 9.aatp. 5 oftbeApprovai.Letterrequires all446 spaces to be 
looared on the landing Property and not on the Hotel Property1 the Shared Parking Study~ 
at pp. 1 and 2, assu.mes that "overflow" Hotel parlting will be aoeonunodated with valet 
parking spaces on the Landing Property. This assumption is inconsistent with the 
condition n:qtrlrlng t;lte parldng for 1he respective properties to be independent of each 
o1her. And ilie condition requiring independent parking is inconsistent with shared 
ingress and egress and parldng easements in place and. enforceable on both properties. 

The Shared Pad::ing Study refers to a. private agreement between the Hotel Property and 
the Landmg Property. That agreement is a non-exclusive parking euement :reserved in a 
1962 recorded docume.uf. The easement covers the aisle of approximately 70 parking 
spaces on the eastern edge of the Hotel Property. Per the Specific Plan, the Hotel 
Property needs one space for each guest room md an .additioml employee space fur every 
10 guMt rooms. The Shared Parking Study make~i no attempt to show that the Hotel 
Property would continue to have access to the requisite nmnber of spaces in the 
easement The Shared Parking Study also overstates the number of parking spaces 
existf.ng on the Hotel Property by assuming more spaces than currently exist, e.g., spaces 
shown alcmg Ventura. Boulevard (where none currently exist) and 1he "valetn spaces, not 
exi.~ting at the Hotel Property now. 

ProjectPemrlt Compliance Finding No. l.e at p. 32 of the Approval Letter recognizes 
tru,t access to the La11dfng Property will be ftom the existing driveway on Ventura 
Boulevard. What is not considered is. the fact that the V .entura Boulevard. driveway is a 
shared ingress-egress point (by legal easement) for both the Hotel Property md the 
Landing Property. Unless effeotively -ooadi.tiooed, use of that driveway will overburden. 
1he easement as wen as invite patrons aodfor v&dets of the L~ Property to use the 
prime parking spaces in front of the Hotel building and 1raverse 1he Hotel parking area to 
go to andftom the parking spaces at 1he easterly end of the Landing Property. 

C. The Shared Parking Study does not CODBider operatioDal im.padli to the 
Botd Properiy1 Hotel Gusts au.d the IW:el parki."q. 

As a separate matter, t1w Shared P.king Study does not address 1he impact of Landing 
Property parking on the Hotel Property. Patrons to the Landing Property entering on 
Ventura Boulevard wilt surely park at the nearest spaces, ie., spaces in front of the Hotel, 
~will deprive Hotel guests of convenient parking. The valetB will have to shuttle 

1 A true and ccxreet capy of"lhe 1962 rewnled dowment is auadled bereto. 
' .- -

.I f '1 1:1 :v_ 
Lft.U~l 
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c-.ars acro92 the Hotel Property to pmk on 1he eastern end of the Landing Property~~ 
intetfering with Hotel guests' use·ofthe prime parking in front of the Hotel. There are 
alilo ~on problems from the valets i:nterfering with the Hotel's use oftb.e shared 
drlvewa;v from Ventura Boulevard. None of these practical operationtd issues are 
addressed in the Shared Pa:ddng Study or the Approval Letter. 

Although Condition A. 9(e) at p. 6 of the Approval Letter provides that no parking spaces 
be designated for specific tenants or employees, additional assurance is required. The 
lease for the Equinox project considered approximately four years ago ~equired" that 
spaces be designated specifically fur Equin.ox use. At the very least, the condition should 
be mod.ified to include that no Ieese for any tenant al1ow or~ designated parldng. 

IV. THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION IS INADEQUATE. 

A. The Envirunmental review did not study parking and eireulation imputs on 
the acljoiniag properties. 

~Project Description for Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV -2014-887-MND (the 
"MND'~) states that 1he Hotel Property is not part of the Project and no parking for~ 
Project will occur em. the Hotel Property. However. the approved Shared Parking Study 
assumes there will be some overlap ofp!Uki.ng and cinm;lation between the two properties 
by stating that "overflow" parking from the Hotel will utilize valet parking on the 
Landing Property. The MND did not mke into oonsideration the operational impacts on 
the liotel Property parking or its guests. 

B. Mitigation of the parking and cireulation impaets is improperly deferred. 

Requ:iring a circulation plan later, after SO% of the buildings are constructed and 
occupied,. defers mitigation in violation of the Cal.ifornia Enviran.mental Quality Act 
("CEQA "). Conditions A 11 and B. 1, at pp. 6 and 15 of the Approval Letter, 
respectively. put off mili~ of the inevitability of impacts associated with the 
1lilknowns of the yet to be completed parking layout and circulation plan until after the 
KW\iority of the project is completed. At 1hat point, it is unclear as to whelher any of the 
impacts could be adequately mitigated. at all. 

C. No cumpRh.ensive trame impact study was oo:adaeted. 

No. XVI-10 at p. 9 ofthe MND addresses 111Dereased Vehlde Trlps/CoDgUSti.oa" and 
declares tbe Department of Transportation has identified significant prqject:-related 
itnpacm that can be mitigated to a less than significant level by "[i]mplementing 
measure(&) detailed in said Dep81'bnent's communication to the Planning Deparbnent 
dated Marob.18, 2014 and attached sball be complied with. Such report and mitigation 
measures are incorporated herein by reference." 

. li\.>11: ·.-' 
IA U'125206vl .... ~ ,.... 
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No such communication is attached to either the MND document retrieved from the 
Planning Department :files or "the Approva:l Letter. Nor is 1here any indicrtkm. that a 
comprehensive and detailed study was wnducted by the Department of Transportation or 
any o'lher profem.onal traffi.c.enginee.r. Details of unique issues are warranted in this 
case. For example, the Project De.scription includes -demolishing the existing banquet 
ball on the Landing Property. As an initial point, a still adi.ve and enforceable agreenumt 
betWeen the Hotel Property and the I.;uidingProperty requires 1hat a banquet facility 
comparable to the existing banquet facility be maintained on 1he LandingPropeey. As 
described3 the project does not include replacing the banquet facility planned to be 
demolished. Further, specifically :from a traffic point ofviewp wnslderation must be 
given fo the fact that the proposed replacement floor area will have a much greater traffic 
impact than a bllllqtlet facility which is dormant most of the time . 

. 
D. The MND doea not take into eonsidermcm the uniqlle eharaeteristies of the 

adjoining residential properties with resped tD noise impacts. 

The residentiall'ld~hborhood located to the north of the Project is separated from the 
Landing Property by the Los Angeles River. There is no natural or manufactured sound 
banier of any type between the residential neighborhood and the new shopping center. 
As such, these unique chamcteristi~ must be taken into account when mitigating noise 
impacts to the residential neighborhood. 

At p. 9 of the .MND, only construction related noise is considered and only standard 
minga:tion measures are included In this case, it is imperative that the lack of~und 
buffer between the Landing Property and the northerly residential neighborhood should 
be taken into acoount and appropriate mitigation sbould be imposed. Additionally. post
constraction operational noise impacts must be considered and appropriately mifigated. 

.";vi[ ~:,1 
LA 11'1m06vl -- -
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'1-.A Veneklasen Associates 
. \'~ Cansultants in Acoustics .' AV f IT f Environmental Noise 

Revised February 6, 2015 

PROJECT DELIVERY ANALYSTS 

14342 Shawnee Street 

Moorpark, CA 93021 

Attention: Bruce McBride, Managing Partner 

Cc: Jake Jesson, Assistant Project Manager, Weintraub Real Estate Group 

Subject: Sportsmen's Lodge REW 

Mechanical Equipment & Parking Lot Traffic Noise Transmission to Nearby Residences 

Dear Bruce: 

This report summarizes our general noise control guidelines and recommendations with respect to noise transmission 

from proposed rooftop equipment and parking lot traffic for the subject project to residential property lines to the north 

oft he project site. 

1.0 ROOFTOP MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT 

1.1 Criteria 

we uncE!rstaoo tnat t ne n~ra i:Lroo'ts o! tl'le 1-t~ct an!l-cPUIIlOX uu• a•ru;s ~set! 1- J.IDA r~ 1-.WIII.t~ lt! Tt'te , caii Etf 

tn;m the low roots and 
nOt!ft t ~t)l ~e R"'.&ulat,wn or f!~ t..t t v o t l tf\ /Mt_gf'lP- 5 Nmi'lltltlr:> \.O.OP, thr.m .:.1 .IJJ. hm•ts I10J!>e leve~s 

at MI,RfltlOIIrt!LD roo~rt\Lit11e :. a1u! uue t VAL etluUJmen.t to .3d'HA a !Jove toe i1ml:nent oise lf!llel. 

Chapter XI Noise Regulation of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 111.03 states that the 

following presumed ambient levels are to be used as the criteria if the actual ambient noise level is lower: 

Zone 
Presumed Ambient Noise Level (d8A) 

Day Night 

Al, A2, RA, RE, RS, RD, RWl, 
50 40 

RW2, Rl, R2, R3, R4, and RS 

P, PB, CR, C1, C1.5, C2, C4, C5, and CM 60 55 

Municipal Code defines Day as 7am to lOpm and ~ight as lOpm to 7am. According to the los Angeles 

zoning map, the subject project is in commercial zone C1.5 and the residences across the Los Angeles 

River to the north are in residential zones RD or Rl. Municipal Code states that at the boundary between 

two zones, the presumed ambient levels of the quieter zone are the criteria. 

tlllSf.'r.:l oo t fl P rl";uura•rom Qlt .. amDiE!l'lt l'icr>f' monttonn& cetwe~n J.;nyaw .l:f and :10 . .!Ul~ . UJe lowe$! 

sounc level measurll:'d uurl "·i.i:1e r:tavnme was 4!itll:lA a nil n~B htt•me was. 43oHA. Since tne liJWcst 
mea~ured aavt1me am!Jient ta ll'i 6e ow the CoDE! arcsumea ilmbmnt ilnd njgnttirne ili above 1t. tile lom_. 
l!r>llt tor Ills l:lroJcct .n he rPStlU'Jit~ a t hE! nor1n ol tl'l~ Utltecl nt'OIII!I:t 1.a ~SuttA t.hll lnlt tile oav tt.e 

rm .•!.um!!'d ambient of~o ,, !:lrJ ~"\t.~;md 4 ttUA Ol.lf l ~- t e~ 1(11 !I.e. ea-sured am tile t of 43 • Si:I!:!A.t. 

no information about where the 
jmeasurement was done. a map would 
fbe nice showing where the mic was 
located. -
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L2 Proposed Mechanical Equipment Layout 

We understand that packaged AC units are proposed in five locations on the low roofs (i.e. one story tall) 
of the new facility. Please reference Figure 1, below. Screens are proposed around three ofthese 
locations (i.e. locations 2, 4, and 5 in Figure 1), and Sono-Con Class 1-E exterior acoustical panels by 
Phoenix-E are proposed as screens. Mechanical equipment location 1 will be the closest to the residences 
across the L.A. River to the north at approximately 284 feet. We understand that the proposed units will 
all be approximately 4 feet tall. 

Figure 1. Proposed Mechanical Equipment Locations 1-5 on Low Roofs of New Facili'ty 

no mehcnical 
equipment? (!) 
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1.3 Barrier Design 

In order to be acoustically effective, noise barriers need to have substantial mass {i.e. at least 4psf), be 
continuous with no gaps or openings through them, and block acoustical line-of-sight between sources 
(e.g. proposed AC units) and receivers (e.g. residences to the north). The proposed barrier panels are 
massive enough to block sound from passing through lt. The mechanical screens should be installed such 
that no gaps or openings existing between panels and should extend from the roof to at least 3 feet above 
the top of the tallest unit being screened. Screens are proposed on all sides of mechanical equipment 
locations 2 and 4 and along the north side of location 5, all of which are acoustically acceptable. 

In addition, we recommend providing screens along the east arid west sides of location 1 and along the 
east side of location 3 in order to fully block acoustical line-of-sight between mechanical equipment and 
residences to the north. 

1.4 Building Shielding 

1.5 

We understand that the high roofs of the F&B and Equinox Buildings (see Figure 1) will be 18 feet taller 
than the low roofs and therefore will offer some shielding from mechanical equipment locations 1 and 3, 
which Is acoustically acceptable, In general, proposed low roof mechanical equipment should be located 
south of two-story portions of buildings. 

In addition, the existing five story hotel will also partially or fully block acoustical line-of-sight between 
mechanical focations 2, 4, and 5 to residences to the northeast. 

Unit Manufacturer's Noise Control Options 
no calcs he~e or 
anywhere 

Ideally, it is always preferred to address a sound source by providing the quietest unit possible. As such, 
we recommend selecting mechanical equipment with the lowest sound power levels as possible while still 
satisfying the HVAC needs of the project. In addition, we recommend Including any noise control options 
that unit manufacturers provide, such as compressor jackets, if available. 

1.6 Code Compliance 

With the recommendations given in sections 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5, above, noise transmission from the 
proposed mechanical equipment to residences to the north of the project site are expected to be 
controlled adequately. However, the final unit selections and layout as well as screen locations and 
heights would need to be reviewed by an acoustical consultant in order to verify complia nee with Code. 

2.0 PARKING LOT TRAFFIC 

2.1 Proposed Barrier 

We understand that a 4 foot tall parking wall is proposed along the northern property line of the project 
and that Sono-Con Class 1-E exterior acoustical panels by Phoenix-E are proposed on top of said wall, 
essentially extending the total height of the wall to 8 feet. Please see Figure 2, below, for the proposed 
concept. 
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2.2 

Figure 2. Proposed Barrier along Northern End of Parking Lot 
»-..,. ,. 
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Parking Lot Traffic Noise Findings ~ 
We understand that there are no criteria or Code limits with respect to parking lot traffic noise 
transmission to other properties. However, it is our understanding that the owner is wanting to be a 

"good neighbor" by limiting parking lot noise transmission to the residential to the north of the project 

site. 

Based on our parking lot traffic noise study, our results indicate that parking lot noise will increase 

ambient levels by 3dBA. However, our study also indicates that the proposed noise barrier along the 
property line will provide approximately 5dBA of noise reduction. As such, the proposed barrier is 

expected to effectively limit parking lot traffic noise transmission to residences to the north of the project 

site. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding this report, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

Veneklasen Associates 

Richard H. Silva 

Senior Associate 

--- '--~I{~ 
Stephen A. Martin 

Senior Associate 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

MASTER APPEAL FORM 

APPEAL TO THE: South Valley Area Planning Commission 

REGARDING CASE NO.: DIR-2014-886-SPP-SPPA 
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This application is to be used for any authorized appeals of discretionary actions administered by the 
Planning Department. Appeals must be delivered in person with the following information filled out and be 
in accordance with the Municipal Code. A copy of the action being appealed must be jncluded. If the 
appellant is the original applicant, a copy of the receipt must also be included. 

APPELLANT INFORMATION: PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY 

Name Ventura Blvd. Associates; cfo: Mldwood Investment & Development 

Mailing Address 430 Park Avenue, Suite 505 

_N_e_w_Y_o_rk..:.., _N_Y ______________ Zip: 10022-3505 

Work Phone: ( 212 ) 662-9595 Home Phone·. ( 646 ) -=2=92=--4...:..9::...1:..:::0;.... ____ _ 

a) Are you or do you represent the original applicant? 
(Circle One) YES NO 

b) Are you filing to support the original applicant's position? 
(Circle One) YES NO . 

c) Are you filing for yourself or on behalf of other parties, an organization or company? 
(Circle One) SELF OTHER 

d) If "other" please state the name of the persori(s), organization or company (print clea11y or type) 

REPRESENTATIVE 

Name Benjamin Reznik, Esq. of Jaffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

Mailing Address--,--.__-,-----,--,--,---.,--------------- -------
1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 

_______ L_o_s_A_n....:g;...e_le_s_, _c_A __________ ~ ___ Zip 90067 

Work Phone: ( 310) -"'2""'0_,_1-3..::..:.57'-.!2"--------- Home Phone : ( 

APPEAL INFORMATION 
A compltotl'! cory of the dedsion !fltter is necessary to determine the final date to appeal, under what 
authorizing legislation, and what, if any, additional materials are needed to file the appeal. · 

Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TT or VTT) by the City 
(Area) Planning CommYssion must be filed within 10 days of the written determination of the 
Commission. 

. February 23 2015 
Fmal Date to Appeal: -----'-------------------------
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REASONS FOR APPEALING 

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

ll:9 Entire U Part 

Indicate: 1) How you are aggrieved by the decision; and 2) Why do you believe the decision-maker erred 
or abused their discretion? If you are not appealing the whole determination, please explain and 
specifically identify wh ich part of the determination you are appealing. 

Attach additional sheets if necessary 

See Attachment 

ADDlTIONAL INFORMATION 

- Oiiginal receipt required to calculate 85% filing feo from original applicants. 

Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt . 

• Any additional information or materials required for filing an appeal must be provided ifl 
accordance with the LAMC regulations as specified in the original determination letter. A copy of 
the determination/decision letter is required. 

• Acceptance of a complete and timely appeal is based upon successful completion and 
examination of arl the required Information. 

• Seven copies and the original appeal are required. 

ined in this application are complete and true: I certify that t\ t 
Appetlant ---/?""'-"'~-=--'-'~-=-----------------------

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

Receipt No. 0203/9q9}t£Amount &/Oh ~ 
Application Receive~,_,;-J~_,_(~S-:::;....__._C---==-dd ....... ~-Jt?f-=..L.:d=· =-----------------

Application Deemed Complete --------------------------

Copies provided: ~termination r/, 

ffloJJG P··u'D 
Determination Authority No1ified (if necessary) 0 

CP-7769 (09/19/06) 

0 Receipt (original 
applicant only) 



June 10, 1996 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Public Counters 
Zoning Administrators 

Robert Janovici 

REJECTION OF IMPROPER APPEALS 
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The Municipal Code provides that an appeal from a Zoning Administrator's action must " .. set" forth 
specifically the points at issue, the reasons for the appeal, and wherein the appellant believes there was 
an enur or abttse of t;Jiscretion QY the Zoning Administrator·~ 

It has historically been the City's policy to be liberal when viewing appeals and determining whether they 
met tf1e mquisite minimum threshold. However, a review of the requirements seems appropriate at this 
time. Recently, I dismissed an appeal which by fts tem1s clearly was based upon a personal dispute 
between two · adjoining property owners and having nothb1g to do with the historic, current or prospective 
use of the properly whic/1 was the subject of the original application. 

____ --·--' am.Jequesting Jhat..a/1 appeals _be. reviewed upon submittal in detail to ensure that the prospective 
appellants indicate clearly how they are personally aggrieved (impacted) by the underlying action and 
whert1in the Zoning Administrator en·ed or abused discretion. staff should never write out language for an 
indWidual nor give advice as to the possible outcome of an appeal or und(~rlyihg action. If there is an 
issue in a particular case as to whether an appeal is properly filled O[Jt, contact me directly. If I am 
unavailable, contact the Administrator w/Jo is liaison to the counter. 

Persons asking questions about appeals should be advised not to wait until the last minute to do so - in 
the event they are unexpectedly late due to traffic or other reasons, no exceptions will be made. Likewise, 
no leeway will be given due to the mail, private delivery service or other source not delivering .the appeal 
on time. As such, prospective appellants should be stronglv urger! to file· the appeals personally. 

RJ:Jma. 



DIR-2014-866-SPP-SPPA 

12833-12835 W. Ventura Boulevard 

4218-4230 N. Coldwater Canyon Avenue 

Attachment to Appeal of Planning Director's Conditional Approval 

Februru'Y 20, 2015 

Appellant, Ventura Blvd. Associates, submits this appeal, pursuant to Los Augeles Municipal 
Code ("LAMC") Section 11.5. 7 C.6, of the entire decision of the Planning Director (the 
"Director") involving Project Permit Compliance and Specific Plan Adjustment to the Ventu.ra
Cahuenga Boulevard Corridor Specific Plan (the "Specific Plan") for the Property referenced 
above. 

I. THE POINTS AT ISSUE. 

f) The Shared Parking Study is flawed and incomplete. 
o The Mitigated Negative Declaration is flawed. 
~ Noise impacts on the SW'Iounding residential neighborhood. 
" Private agreements conflict with the approvaL 

II. TilE REASON FOR THE APPEAL. 

Appellant's interests in the Sportsmen's Lodge Hotel are severe1y damaged by the 
Director's decision. The impacts on the surrounding neighborhood are not mitigated. 

III. THE DIRECTOR ERRED AND ABUSED HIS DISCRETION. 

A. The Shared Parldng Study relies on assumptions not supported by any 
evidence. 

The Director erred by accepting an incomplete shared parking study. Section 7.F.4 of the 
Specific Plan provides for the Director's authority to permit shared parking as a part of a 
Project Permit Compliance "so long as he or she finds that the application meets all of the 
requirements of J ,AMC :Section 12.24 X.20(a). 1

' This Section provides, among other 
required findings, that: 

LA 11725206vl 

"The applicant and parties operating the shared parking facility 
shall submit written evidence in a form satisf"ftctory to the Office of 
Zoning Administration which describes the nature of the uses, 
hours of operation, parking requirements, and the· allocation of 
parking spaces, and which demonstrates that the required parking 
for each use will be available taking into account their hours of 
operation." 
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The Parking Study merely calculates a number of estimated parking spaces at peak hour 
demand without considering the actual hours of opemtion, the parking allocation for each 
use or whether the spaces would actually be available during the hours of operation. At 
p. 37 ofthe Shared Parking Study, it is concluded that "[b]ased on these estimates ... the 
peak parking demands of the shopping center can be accommodated by the 446 on-site 
parking spaces, with valet service and mechanically operated parking spaces, and 98 
bicycle spaces .... " The Director adopted this conclusion without requiring a parking 
plan or circulation plan. There is no limit, for example, on how many ofthe 446 spaces 
would be provided by mechanical lift or arranged in tandem on the Sportsmen's Landing 
Property ("Landing Propetty"). Thus, there is no indication of where the different types 
of spaces would be arranged on the Landing Property and what impact would result to the 
operation and patrons of the Sportsmen1s Lodge Hotel Property ("Hotel Property")-

Additionally, approval of the Shared Parking Study did not take into account the internal 
parking circulation. Condition No. A 11 at p. 6 of the December 22,2014 approval letter 
(the "Approval Letter") provides that: 

"Prior to Planning clearance, the applicant shall submit a trafllc 
circulation plan to the Department of Transportation for review 
and approval of parking, and vehicle traffic circulation." 

Further yet, Condition No. B. 1 at p. 15 of the Approval Letter requires a Plan Approval 
12 and 18 months after the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy ("C of 0") for at least 
80% of the project "to determine the effect of the shared parking on the surrounding 
connnunity.'' 

Conditions Nos. A 11 and B. 1 make it clear that the decision to allow shared parking 
was based on insuffi~ient evidence. How can a nearly 100,000 square foot development 
be approved when the layout and circulation of the parking is unlmown and the impacts 
unmitigated or, at the least, deferred until further study after the C of O's for the buildings 
are issued? 

A parking and circulation plan must be required before the project is approved. The 
Hotel Pr()pcrty is completely suiTounded by the Landing Property. As currently 
approved, the project will severely impact the Hotel operation and parking area. Patrons 
entering from Ventura Boulevard will clearly seek out the most convenient parking they 
see. Certainly, without clear conditions restricting circulation, drivers entering from 
V entum Boulevard will traverse across the Hotel parking lot, either to park there or to 
access parking at the easterly side ofthe Landing Properly. 

LA ll.715206vl 
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B. The approval does not take into consider&tion the limitations of standing 
private legal agreements affecting the parking and circulation. 

Ibere are significant conflicts with existing and active priva~ parking agreement~ 
between the Sportsmen's Landing property and the Sportsmen's Lodge property. 
Although Condition A. 9.a at p. 5 of the Approval Letter requires all446 spaces to be 
located on the Landing Property and not on the Hotel Property, the Shared Parklng Study, 
at pp. 1 and 2. assumes that 11overflowr• Hotel parking will be accommodated with valet 
parking spaces on the Landing Property. This assumption is inconsistent with the 
condition requiring the parking for the respective properties to be independent of each 
other. And the condition requiring independent parking is inconsistent with shared 
ingress and egress and parking easements in place and enforceable on both properties. 

The Shared Parking Study refers to a private agreement between the Hotel Property and 
the Landing Property. That agreement is a non~exdusive parking easement reserved in a 
1962 recorded document1. The easement covers the aisle of approximately 70 parking 
spaces on the eastern edge of the Hotel Property. Per the Specific Plan, the Hotel 
Property needs one space for each guest room and an .additional employee space for every 
10 guest rooms. The Shared Parking Study makes no attempt to show that the Hotel 
Property would continue to have access to the requisite number of spaces in the 
easement. The Shared Parking Study also overstates the number of parking spaces 
existing on the Hotel Property by assuming more spaces than currently exis~ e.g .• spaces 
shown along Ventura Boulevard (where none currently exist) and the "valet" spaces. not 
existing at the Hotel Property now. 

Project Permit Compliance Finding No. l.e at p. 32 of the Approval Letter recognizes 
th~t access to the Landing Property will be from the existing driveway on Ventura 
Boulevard. What is not considered is the fact that the Ventura Boulevard d!iveway is a 
shared ingress-egress point (by legal easement) for both the Hotel Property and the 
Landing Property. Unless effectively conditioned, use of that driveway will overburden 
the casement as well as invite patrons and/or valets of the Landing Property to use the 
prime parking spaces in front of the Hotel building and traverse fue Hotel parking area to 
go to and from the parking spaces at the easterly end of the Landing Property. 

C. The Shared Parking Study does not consider operational impac~ to the 
Hotel Property, Hot~I Guests and the Hot-el parking. 

As a separate matter, the Shared Parking Study does not address the impact of Landing 
Property parking on the Hotel Property. Patrons to the Landing Propet"cy entering on 
Ventura Boulevard will surely park at the nearest spaces, i.e., spaces in front of the Hotel, 
which will deprive Hotel guests of convenient parking. The valets will have to shuttle 

1 A true and correct copy of the 1962 recorded docwnent is attached hereto. 

LA ll725206vl 
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cars across the Hotel Property to park on the eastern end of the Landing Property, 
interfering with Hotel guests' use of the prime parking :in front of the Hotel. There are 
also congestion problems :fron1 the valets interf~r.ing -with the Hotel's use of the shared 
driveway from Ventura Boulevard. None ofthese practical operational issues are 
addressed in the Shared Parking Study or the Approval Letter. 

Although Condition A. 9( e) at p. 6 of the Approval Letter provides that no parking spaces 
be designated for specific tenants or employees, additional assurance is teqillred. The 
lease for the Equinox project considered approximately four years ago l•required" that 
spaces be designated specifically for Equinox use. At the very least, the condition should 
be modified to include that no lease for ~my tenant allow or require designated parking. 

IV. 1HE MITIGATED NBGATNE DECLARATION IS INADEQUATE. 

A. 1'he Environmental review did not study parking and circulation impacts on 
the adjoining properties. 

The Project Description for Mitigated Negative Declaration ENV -20 14~887-MND (the 
"MND ") states that the Hotel Property is not part of the Project and no parking for the 
Project will occur on the Hotel Property. However, the approved Shared Parking Study 
assumes there will be some overlap of parking and circulation between the two properties 
by stating that "oved1ow" parking from the Hotel will utilize valet parking on the 
Landing Property. The MND did not talce into consideration the operational impacts on 
the Hotel Property parking or its guests. 

B. Mitigation of the parking and circulation impacts is improperly deferred. 

Requiring a circulation plan later, after 80% of the buildings are constructed and 
occupied,. defers mitigation in violation of the California Environmental Quality At--t 
C'CEQA")- Conditions A. 11 and B. 1, at pp. 6 and 15 of the Approval Letter, 
respectively, put off mitigation oftbe inevitability of impacts associated with the 
1mknowns of the yet to be completed parking layout and circulation plan until after ihe 
majority of the project is completed. At that point, it is unclear as to whether any of the 
impacts could be adequately mitigated at all. 

C. No comprehensive traffic impact study was condacted. 

No. XVI-10 at p. 9 ofthe MND addresses "Increased Vehicle Trips/Congestion" and 
declares the Department of Transportation has identified significant project-related 
impacts that can be mitigated to a less than significant level by "[i]mplementing 
measure(s) detailed m said Department's communication to the Planning Department 
dated March 18, 2014 and attached shall be complied with. Such report and mitigation 
measures are incorporated herein by reference." 

LA 11725206vl 
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No such communication is attached to either the MND docmnent retrieved from the 
Planning Depar1ment files or the Approval Letter. Nor is there any indication that a 
comprehensive and detailed study was conducted by the Department of Transportation or 
any other professional traffic engineer. Details ofwrique issues are warranted in this 
case. For example, the Project Description includes demolishing the eJcisting banquet 
hall on the Landing Property. As an initial point, a still active and enforceable agreement 
betWeen the Hotel Propecty and the Lrulding: Property requires that a banquet facility 
comparable to the existing banquet facility be maintained on the Landing Property. As 
described, the project does not include replacing the banquet facility planned to be 
demolished. Further, specifically from a traffic point of view, consideration must be 
given io the fact that the proposed replacement floor area will have a much greater traffic 
impact than a banquet facility which is dormant mo;st of the time. 

D. The MND does not take into consideration the unique characteristics of the 
adjoining residential properties with respect to noise imparts. 

The residential neighborhood located to the north of the Project is separated from the 
Landing Property by the Los Angeles River. There is no natur..tl or manu.fuctured s01md 
barrier of any type between the residential neighbo1'hood and the new shopping center. 
As such, these unique characteristics must be taken into account when mitigating noise 
impacts to the residential neighborhood. 

At p. 9 of the MND, only construction related noise is considered and only standard 
mitigation measures are included. In this case, it is imperative that the lack ofsound 
buffer between the Landing Property and the northerly residential neighborhood should 
be taken jnto account and appropriate mitigation should be imposed. Additionally, post
construction operational noise impacts must be considered and appropriately mitigated. 

LA11725206v1 
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Memorandum 
To: Benjamin Reznik- Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell LLP 

From: Deepak Kaushik 

Date: March 12, 2015 

Re: Sportsmen's Landing Parkingffraffic/Circulation Peer Review Comments 

This memorandum summarizes lteris' findings from the peer review of the Shared Parking Demand Analysis 
report dated May 2014 for the proposed Sportsmen's Landing project located at the northeast comer of the 
Coldwater Canyon AvenueNentura Boulevard intersection in the Studio City area of the City of Los Angeles. The 
review also evaluated the project's Traffic Impact Analysis, dated January 2014, and parking and circulation 
configurations contained in the Site Plan dated October 2014. The following summarizes our findings: 

1. The site plan provided by the applicant includes both the Sportsmen's Landing property and the 
Sportsmen's Lodge Hotel property and is shown on Figure 1. There are several locations on the 
Sportsmen's Lodge Hotel property that are not depicted accurately in the site plan. These discrepancies 
are highlighted in the figure and summarized below: 

o Location 1: The Sportsmen's Landing valet drop-off location shown on the site plan appears to 
be contained on the Sportsmen Lodge Hotel property. This valet drop-off is not part of the hotel 
property. Further, the location of this valet drop-off has the potential to create traffic flow conflicts 
with hotel-related traffic as the valet service would need to drive through the hotel property to 
park and return cars. It is also unclear where the Sportsmen's Landing valet service would park 
vehicles. 

o Location 2: The hotel property does not have striped tandem parking at this location. 
o Location 3: The hotel property does not contain three-car tandem parking at this location, only 

twCKar tandem parking, as shown in the photo below. 

801 South Grand Avenue I Suite 530 I Los Angeles I CA 190017 1 tel213.488.03451 fax 213.488.9440 
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o Location 4: There are currently no parking spaces provided at this location on either 
the hotel property or Sportsmen's Landing property, as there is a storage unit on the 
site (see photo below). Thus, it would be incorrect to assume the angled parking 
shown on the site plan. 

2. Based on a recent field visit to the project site, it was verified that there are 143 total spaces on the 
Sportsmen's Lodge Hotel property. These include 137 regular spaces and six handicap spaces. Figure 
2 of the Shared Parking Demand Analysis states that there would be 173 total spaces (163 spaces plus 

10 valet spaces). No parking capacity changes should be assumed on the hotel property. 

3. The weekday peak parking demand associated with the Sportsmen's Landing development is identified 
as 440 spaces in the shared parking demand study when considering shared parking conditions. The 
parking capacity of the property would be 446 spaces. While the project may technically satisfy City code 
requirements using the shared parking analysis, it is still projected to be 99% full during peak conditions. 
Thus, it can be expected that visitors to the Sportsmen's Landing site would choose not to deal with 
attempting to search for and find parking in the last 5-10% of available parking spaces during peak 
conditions. These visitors would likely opt to park in the hotel lot where parking is more readily available. 

4. In reviewing the site plan, it appears that a total of 430 parking spaces are provided on the Sportsmen's 
Landing property, give or take a few spaces that are split by the property lines, which differs from the 446 
spaces stated in the Shared Parking Demand Analysis. Of these 430 spaces, 189 spaces are tandem 
spaces (93 spaces x 2-car tandem, and 1 space x 3-car tandem). Thus, 44% of the parking provided on 
the Sportsmen's Landing site is part of a tandem space which requires a certain level of operation. These 
spaces would not be considered desirable to most visitors to the site, and could lead to many visitors 
parking in the hotel site spaces. 

5. Tables 3 and 4 of the Shared Parking Demand Analysis show the weekday and weekend time of day 
parking demand based on Urban Land Institute (ULI) time of day percentages. However, the percentages 
are not shown, only the resulting demand. A separate row or table with the percentages assumed should 
be provided so that the reviewer can verify that the correct percentages were applied. 

6. It can be assumed that the majority of trips would enter off Ventura Boulevard. It is likely that the trips 
entering off Ventura Boulevard would enter at the western driveway since this is the closer of the two 
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driveways to the Sportsmen's Landing project uses. These entering vehicles are most likely to choose 
the closest available parking space which would likely be contained on the hotel property site. 

7. The Sportsmen's Landing project applicant should submit a Parking Management plan detailing how 
visitor parking would be contained solely on their property. It should include details on ingress and egress 
at the designated access points, removal of any current driveways on the site, traffic flow of valet service, 
and signage at driveway entrances as well as within the site .. 

8. Traffic counts utilized in the Traffic Impact Analysis were collected in 2008. The Traffic Impact Analysis 
is dated January 2014. The City of Los Angeles 'Traffic Study Policies and Procedures' states that a 
traffic study "should not use any traffic counts that are more than two years old". The Traffic Impact 

Analysis should utilize more recent traffic count data. 

9. Parking counts at the Equinox sites utilized in the Shared Parking Demand Analysis were collected in 
2010. The Shared Parking Demand Analysis is dated May 2014. LADOT recommends the use of counts 
that are no more than two years old. The Shared Parking Demand Analysis should utilize more recent 
parking count data. 

10. Both the Shared Parking Demand Analysis and the Traffic Impact Analysis neglect to include the 6,038 
square feet of accessory uses in the parking demand or trip generation calculations. The definition of 
floor area does not exclude "hallways". This 6,038 square feet of space should be attributed to one of or 
a combination of the three uses proposed. With this 6,038 square feet considered part of the Sportsmen's 
Landing project uses, it is very likely that the peak parking demand of the site would exceed the available 
capacity. In addition, there is the potential that additional traffic impacts would be triggered by the increase 
in project trips. 

11. In the Project Description (Chapter 2) of the Traffic Impact Analysis, it is mentioned that traffic signals are 
proposed at the project site driveway at Coldwater Canyon Avenue (offset with Valleyheart Drive) and 
the eastern project site driveway at Ventura Boulevard (lined up with Alcove Avenue). However, the 
analysis does not contain signal warrant analyses to justify the need for traffic signals based on the peak 
hour volumes exiting each driveway. 

Summary 

In summary, our review of the studies has brought up some significant issues with the applicanfs plans for the 
Sportsmen's Landing property that should be addressed before the project is approved. These primary issues 
include: 

• Project site plan discrepancies that assume changes to the hotel property site that have not been agreed 
to by the hotel property owner. 

• Strong probability of Sportsmen's Landing visitors parking on the hotel site property based on: 
o Locations of destination/driveways relative to available parking; and 
o Peak parking conditions nearing capacity (99%) on the Sportsmen's Landing site leading 

visitors to park on the hotel's property where available parking could be more easily found. 

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the above comments and we will be glad to discuss them 
with you. I can be reached directly at 213.802.1715. 

• Page 4 - Sportsmen's Landing Parking/TraffidCirculation Peer Review 
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Consultants in Acoustics and Communication T echnologies 

Mr. Benjamin M. Reznik. 
JetTer M~ Butler & MitchellLLP 

' 1900 Avenue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Century City, California 90067 

Subject: 

Dear Ben; 

Sportsmen's Lodge REW LLC 
Reriew of Noise Report, Architectutal Drawings7 and 
Mitigated Negative Dec1aration 

12Match2015 

This letter presents our review of documents submitted by the developer for the proposed project. 
The proposed project is the construction of new multi-structure complex o£1- and 2-story structures 
appro:xitnately 98t000 square feet in net area that will house a health club, retail stores, and restaura.nts. 

A. Introduction 

The proposed layout of the complex is shown in Figure 1, Site Plan, below. Figure 2, Gtound Level 
Pl~ and Figure 3~ Second Level Plan, show where the proposed retail, food & beverage, and helllth dub 
leases are located. These are from the 14 October 2014 dtawing set pmvided to us by Mr. Jake Jesson of 
Weintraub Real Estate Group on 16 January 2015. 

The ptoposed layout of mechanical equipment :is shown in Figure 4, Proposed Mechanical 
Equipment Locations 1-5 on Low Roof of New Facility, from the V eneklasen Associates letter to Project 
Delivery Analysts, dated 6 February 2015. 

The proposed project featmes six buildings BS shown in Figure 1 - fow: small1 level structures, 1 
medium size dual level (part tlevel and part 2 level, and one large dual level (part 1 bel and part 2level). 
The la.tge dual level building sits on the southwest comer of the site, the medium dual level building sits to 
the northeast of the large building and to the west of the north wing of the existing hoteL Two smalltlevel 
buildings sit to the south of the medium dual level building and to the west and northwest of the south wing 
of the existi1lg hoteL Two Dledium size 11evel buildings sit between the two medium 1 level buildings and 
the large dual level building. 

While the hotel building is noted on the dmwings, the multi-sto:cy residential building and single 
family reskknces to the north of the project site across !he Los Angeles River are not shown. 

The site plan shows ttitffic citcuhtion for the proposed development which features valet stations, 
to the south of the hotel and to the west of the hotel on the north side, where vehicles would then be 
parked in spaces surronnding the hoteL 

Figure 2 and Figure 3 shows 10 food & beverage based businesses in the propose project, one of 
which includes the second level of the medium dual level building. The food & beverage businesses an the 
first level will feature outdoor seating while the establishment on the second level of the medium dual level 
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building rnay have balcony seating. 

Ftgme 3 shows that most of the health club will be locatecl on the second level of the large duallevd 
building. Impact from sound system operation for certain activities, such as Spinning which feature high 
impulsive sound levels with a great amount of low-frequency sounds, is not discussed not is the mitigation 
for same through the gJass exterior. 

B. Review 

V eneklase.n Associates 0f A) prepared a letter that presents their a.nalysis of impact on residential 
property due to the noise from p.wposed rooftop equipment and parking lot traffic. The report is concise, 
but incomplete, and i1'l: some sections, inaccurate. 

Part 1. 0 - Rooftop Mechanical Equipment 

-Section 1.1 -Criteria 

11- The report says that the design of the .rooftop mechanical equipment will be designed to allow project 
noise levels to exceed the measttted ambient noise level and/ or the presumed ambient noise level, City of 
Los Angeles Municipal Code Chapter XIT Noise Regulation (Code) section 111.03, Minimum Ambient 
Noise Level, citing Code section 112.02, Air Conditioning, Refrigeration, Heating, Pumping. Filtering 
Equipment. As such the proposed project can increase the noise impact on the residential units to the 
north, and although not mentioned in the VA report, the guest rooms to the east, which ate closer to the 
proposed development. This appears to contradkt the "good neighbor" statement .in VA letter section 2.2 
(see below). The VA report does not present any calculations for the expected noise levels at the residences 
to the north, or at the hotel, due to the proposed projec~s mechmica.l systems. 

1f3 - The results from VA ambient .noise monitoring is for a location that does not meet the requirements of 
Code section 111.02 (a.), as the microphone was on the roof of the home located at the southwest comer of 
Alcove Avenue and V1Llleyheart Drive S, and not, per the second paragraph of the cited section, «Except 
when impractical, the microphone shall be located four to five feet above the ground and ten feet or mote 
from the nearest reflective sutface." As such the measured noise levels can be higher than for a position at 
an elevation of four to five feet above the ground. The ba.cky:u:d of the tesidenre at the comer of Alcove 
Avenue and Valley heart D~ S offers locations that meet the criteria !I.S well as locacions at the Pfoperty 
line to the north ofValleyheart DriveS. 

A noise survey was conducted by the undersigned &otn 4 Match 2015 to 9 March 2015 where the lowest 
noise level during the day (1 AM to 10 PM) was 43 dB LAS99, where LAS:xx is the noise level exceeded 
"xx" percent of the time, A-weighted, metet on slow response, 15 minute time period. Fm the night time 
(10 PM to 7 .AJ.\t) the lowest measured level was 38 dB LAS99. The .tnictophone for these measurements 
was at the south property wall, near Alcove Avemre, of the residence at the southwest comer of Akove 
Avenue and ValleyheattD.tive S. During this time there was consttUction activity to the north of this 
receptor location on Thursday, 5 March, and Friday, 6 March, as well as tmsh collection at the multi-&mily 
building to the west of the receptor which may have affected the measured noise :levels. 

Since the measured ambient level in the VA report was detennined from a location that does not confonn 
to the requirements of Code section 111.02 (a), the measured level is not valid. Per our measurements the 
ambient le"'cls are per Code section 111.03 TableD 50 dBA during daytime hours and 40 dBA during the 
nighttime hours. 
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-Section 1.2- Proposed Mechanical Equipment Layout 

VA states that aD mechanical equipment will be located only on the low roof areas of the structures (see 
F'tgure 4, below, which is VA report Figure 1, Proposed Mechanical Equipment Locations 1-5 on Low 
Roofs of New Facility) implying that the equipme.nt fot the much larger two story area adjacent to location 
3 and that for the two story area adjacent to location 1 will be only placed here. Tills presents some 
problems - how to fit all this HV AC equipment on the smaller roof atea!l? How does the ducting and othet 
pipes .run from the lower building roof areas to the larget buildings? Where are the exhaust fans from 
second floor resttooms in the health club and frotn the food & beverage business on the second level of 
one building?. Where is the kitchen exhaust for the second level food & beverage business (and, if there is 
one, for the health club)? 

There .is no mention of the impact of the proposed pxojeds roof mounted mechanical equipment on the 
nearby hotel guestrooms to the east of buildings 1, 2, 4, and 5, as well as the concentrated amount of 
equipment on building 3. 

Also note that Figure 1 in the VA .report differs from that in the Gensler set - two tlevcl buildings ate 
missing from the VA Hgw:e- and so is any mention of the impact &om these, and other, project mechanical 
systems on the hotel guest rooms. 

-Section 1.3 -Battier Design 

Barrier design can pro,nde mitigation, but at low frequencies the added attenuation is much less than that at 
higher frequencies. As described the barrier panels can be 7' -0" in height - which will be above the roof 
line of any building where insbilled For equipment on the roof of the second story structures this can be 
+40 feet above gtade. lhere are no calculation to show the impact of the equipment from the five sow:ce 
locations (although there are seven) on the guest rooms to the east or the residences to the north. 

-Section 1.4- Building Shielding 

The building shielding may only be effectiv'e to some of the receptors to the north. There is no shielding to 
the guestroo11l8 to the east. 

-Section 1.5- Unit Manufactru:et's Noise Control Options 

This is a nice sentiment, but does not explain how to insure the quietest models are selected and insta.lled, 
that the barrier design is optimized (height and mass), and the construction is correctly implemented. 

Section 1.6 -Code Compliance 

There are no assutned levels. no calculated attenuation from any barriex, and .no expected l!!Vels at any 
receptors. The impact is unknown. 

Part 2.0 Parking Lot Traffic 

-Section 2.1 -Proposed Barrier 

Barriers are most effecti\re when a source or recei:vex .ue close to the battier .and below the top of the 
battier. The barrier in the figure, which is at the north property line, will be close for the parking lot tmffic 
and for the people walking along the Los Angeles river, but for other sources it will be of minimal Vlllue -
the primlu:y attenuation of the noise from the proposed project to the receptors to the north of the Los 
Angeles river will be due to the distance between the sowttS ~d the receivers. The barrier offers little 
mitigation fot the residences to the north and no mitigation for the guestrooms to the east. 
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-Section 2.2 - Patking Lot Traffk Noise Findings 

Although there may not be any specific code noise limit for parking lot activities, the noise for all activities, 
including that from parking lot traffic activities, have limits pe.r the Code. The noise from a11y activity ma.y 
not exceed the limits of Code. If we take the measured atnbi.ent noise level in the VA .report. 43 dBA, and 
accept that the parking lot traffic activities will increase by 3 dB above this, then the actual :noise from these 
activities will be 6 dB above the presumed ambient noise level. 

The report· also states "that the owner is wanting to be a 'good neighbor' by limiting parking lot noise 
trant~mission to the north ... " and "the proposed noise barrier along the property line will provide 
approximately 6 dB A of noise reduction." & .noted in the comments for section 2.1, above, this reduction 
is only for sources, in this case pw:king lot traffic activities, close to the barrier. 

As to the expected mitigation from the baniet, as noted above, due to the distance from the barrier to the 
residences to the north, the additional mitigation, over that from distance attenuation, will be minimal at 
best. For sources further from the barrier, the proposed additional attenuation over that from distance will 
be less, and for some, there will be :no additional attenuation. 

Further, the VA report does not address the impact of parking lot traffic activities and operations on the 
hotel, nor the impact of the parking lot traffic activities rehtted to the extended. houts (opening and closing 
times) for the health club, such as slamming of car doors, loud radios, and tire screech. 

C. Comments 

A full and complete noi,se survey report should include at least the following items: 

1. Introduction - ptoject location, surrounding land use especially residential receptors, and a full 
description of the proposed project. 

2. Characteristics ofEnviro~nbtl Noise- definitions of terms, the basics of noise propagation, and 
a brief description of audible sound level diffexences. 

3. E:risting Environmental Setting -list all noise sensitive receptors fat the pro)ect location, describe 
the existing noise enviromnent QeveJs, sources, metrics, times, locations). 

4. Significance Ctite,rla. - code and impact thresholds for both the construction and operational phases. 
5. Environmental Noise Impacts- for both construction and operational phases from t.rat1ic, patking, 

mechanical systems~ other equipment, and all activities under the CUP. 
6. Cumulative Impacts and Mitigations - show noise level calculations for the cumulative impact on 

receptots due to the various sources, describe options for required mitigation measures, and show 
the calculated levels with mitigation for both the construction and operational phases, with special 
attention to some businesses' late closings. 

There are also some items in the "Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration" 
report dated 30 October 2014 that are of concern: 

1. On page 12/46 in that the project description ~f land use within 500 feet of the project omits the 
residential neighborhood and hotel receptors and lists only commercial uses. 

2. In the e:nvironmentally facoo:rs matrix section (page 19/ 46) the report finds there is less than 
significant knpact. in Matrix sections XIIa, for "exposute of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local gene:ral plan or noise ordinmce, oc applicable 
standards of other agencies," and in section Xllc, for "a substantial pennanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project." How was this 
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detet:minedr 1 t is contradicted within the report by the entry in Appendix A, Environmental 
hnpacts Explanation T11ble (page 37 I 46) for item Xllb where the explanation states "The project 
abuts the Los Angeles River and is less than 200 feet from residential properties to the notth. 
Therefore, the ptoj~t would result in substantial permanent ino:ease in ambient noise levels above 
the existing noise levels." 

3. In the environmentally factors matrix section (page 19 I 46) the report finds the.r:e are potentially 
significant impacts unless mitigation is incotporated, in Matrix section Xllb, for "exposure of 
petsons to o.r genetation of el.cessive groundbome vibration or groundborne noise levels," and in 
section Xllc, a stibstantial temporary or periodic increa.se in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project.'' How was this detettnined? 

4. In Appendix A, Environmental Impacts Explanation Table (page 37 I 46) for item. XIIb the 
explanation states "The project abuts the Los Angeles River and is less than 200 feet from residential 
properties to the north. The:reforej the project would result in substantial pennanent increase in 
ambient noise levels abo<re the existing noise levels." The mitigation measure entty states "Xll ~20 
The Department of Building and Safety shall insure that mitigation measures ate complied with." 
What mitigation measures? When will these be implemented? 

5. In Appendix A, Environmental Impacts Explanation Table (page 38/ 46) for item Xllc the 
explana.tion states •'The project abuts the Los Angeles River and is less than 200 feet frotn residential 
properties to the north. Therefore, the project would result .in substantial pe:tma.nent increase in 
ambient noise levels above the existing noise levds. u The mitigation measure entry smtes "Xll_20 
Mitigation measure XII-20 would reduce project .impacts to less than significant." The.re are no 
specific mitigation ~es in Xll-20 (page 9 I 46) othe.r than genexal requirements. 

Some of the sources that were not identified .in the VA report, and the impact of same on the 
residential and hotel properties, include, but may not be limited to: 

1. Events in the open areas of the proposed p.roject that feature amplified music, inflatable rides, wd 
food trucks. 

2. Bus drop-off and pick-up. 
3. Trash pickup. 
4. Delivery trucks. 
5. Events coordinated with the hotel due to the common management of the hotel and the proposed 

project. 

Please contact tne to discuss if you have any questions or comments. 

NAS:~ 

Sincerely, 

MENLO SCINETIFIC ACOUSTICS, INC. 

Ncll A. Shaw, F ASA, FAES 
Principal 
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Figure 1 -Site Plan 
Source: Gensler drawing A2.01 
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Figure 2 - Ground Level Plan 
Source: Gensler drawing A2.11 
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Figure 3 - Second Level Plan 
Source: Gensler drawing A2.12 
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Fiaure 1. Proposed Mechanical Equipment LocatioM l-5 on LOw Roof& of New Facility 
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Figure 4 -VA Report Figure 1 - Proposed Mechanical Equipment Locations 1-5 
on low Roofs of New Facility 

Source: VA Report Figure 1 

- END OF REPORT -
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