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File No. 043172-0005Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 430 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: August 30. 2016, Agenda, Items 7 and 8: Paramount Pictures Master Plan Project
(Council File Nos. 16-0876.16-0876-S21

Dear Chairman Huizar, Vice Chair Harris-Dawson, and Honorable Councilmembers:

On behalf of Paramount Pictures, we are providing for your consideration responses to 
comments regarding the proposed Paramount Pictures Master Plan submitted to the City in 
connection with the July 14,2016 City Planning Commission hearing and letters of 
determination. We address the main issues raised in the comments in Attachment A and 
Attachment B to this letter. Other submitted comments are similar to those responded to in the 
attached and, therefore, not separately addressed.

Paramount is proud of the support that the Paramount Pictures Master Plan has received 
from the community, including residents, business and community groups, and labor groups.
We appreciate your time and consideration and look forward to presenting the Master Plan to 
you.
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Attachment A

Responses to Comments on Final EIR submitted by Blum Collins LLP on behalf of the SoCal 
Environmental Justice Alliance dated July 13. 2016 (the “Alliance letter”)

The Final Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) was published on April 14, 2016, and 
certified by the Deputy Advisory Agency on June 7, 2016, when the Project’s tentative tract map 
was approved, following a public hearing on May 16, 2016. An appeal of the approval of the 
Project’s tentative tract map was filed and the City Planning Commission voted unanimously to 
deny the appeal of the tract map approval and certify the EIR on July 14, 2016. City Planning 
Department staff addressed the Alliance letter prior to the City Planning Commission’s action on 
the Project, including certification of the EIR. City Planning Department staff confirmed the 
adequacy of the EIR and noted that several of the comments set forth in the Alliance letter are 
blanket statements offering no substantial evidence. Neither the Alliance nor its counsel testified 
before the City Planning Commission on July 14, 2016. The City Planning Commission 
determination of the tentative tract map was appealed by another party on August 19, 2016.

In order to further support the City Planning Department’s responses to the Alliance’s 
letter as reported to the City Planning Commission on July 14, 2016, we provide the following 
responses to the items raised in the Alliance letter. For ease of reference, this letter provides 
responses to comments in the Alliance letter in the order they are set forth therein.

Interim Projects

The Alliance letter claims that the project description in the EIR is inadequate and that 
there is improper segmentation with regard to the EIR’s inclusion and analysis of interim 
projects. The Project Site is currently developed with the Paramount Pictures studios, with 
ongoing studio related uses. As explained in Section II, Project Description, and in Section HI, 
Environmental Setting, of the Draft EIR, as part of the ongoing operations at the Project Site, 
during the many year process of the City’s review of the Project, additions and changes to the 
Project Site occur on a continuous basis, including interior and exterior improvements. It was 
anticipated that during the review process for the proposed Project, approximately 50,000 square 
feet of new floor area would be constructed as part of ongoing business activities. These 
additional facilities are referred to as “interim projects.” The interim projects are considered in 
the Project Impacts section for each of the environmental issues analyses presented in the Draft 
EIR. The interim projects would consist of by-right development projects consistent with 
existing land uses on the Project Site and subject to existing regulations (i.e., they would not 
require discretionary approvals). The interim projects were clearly described in the EER and 
conservatively included in the environmental impacts analysis to ensure that potential 
construction that might occur as part of ongoing operations during the period in which the 
proposed Project is under review by the City was a part of the EIR analysis. Further, those 
interim projects (i.e., the 50,000 square feet of net new floor area) were not constructed.



Aesthetics and Visual Impacts

The Alliance letter questions whether the City considered potential light spillage on 
multi-family units in commercial zones. However, there do not appear to be any multi-family 
residential units in commercial zones adjacent to the Project Site, with the possible exception of 
one lot on Van Ness Avenue near Melrose Street. The lighting analysis included as Appendix C 
to the Draft EIR included that property and found that with Project lighting, the light spillage 
onto that property would be less than two foot-candles. Light spillage of less than two-foot 
candles is not considered a significant environmental impact. As explained in Section IV.A.2, 
Artificial Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR, and as shown in the photometric analysis, the levels 
of light spill from Project lighting would not exceed two foot-candles, and Project operations, 
including the proposed signage program, would result in light spill impacts that would be less 
than significant.

Globe Feature and Calculation of Contributors

The Alliance letter asks how the potential removal of the globe feature at Stage 21 relates 
to the determination that there would be no significant impact to the potential RKO Studios 
Historic District. The assessment of the potential historic resources within the RKO Studio 
District identified the remaining portion of the globe feature at Stage 21 (on the corner of 
Melrose Avenue and Gower Street) as a character-defining feature of Stage 21. (As noted in the 
EIR and discussed during the Project hearings, the globe feature has been altered over the years.) 
As explained in Topical Response No. 2, Globe Feature at Stage 21, in Section III, Responses to 
Comments, of the Final EIR, Stage 21 is identified in the historic assessment technical report, 
included as Appendix F of the Draft EIR, as a potential contributor to the potential RKO Studios 
Historic District.

There are a total of 47 buildings, structures and sites located within the potential RKO 
Studios Historic District, 43 of which were identified as contributors. As discussed in the EIR, 
standard historic preservation practice accepts that a general benchmark for determining whether 
a district remains eligible is the retention of 60 percent of the district contributors. The potential 
RKO Studios Historic District would retain at least 60 percent of its contributors (the 43 
buildings, structures and sites identified as contributors) after Project implementation. In 
addition, the potential RKO Studios Historic District would retain significant aspects of integrity; 
a concentration of buildings that date from the period of significance, including the central 
historic core and some of the earliest stages; important circulation patterns; a hierarchy of uses; 
and historic spatial relationships. As detailed in the EIR, the potential RKO Studios Historic 
District would retain eligibility for historic designation following implementation of the 
proposed Project, including the demolition of Stage 21 and the attached globe. Therefore, 
demolition of the globe would not constitute a significant impact to historic resources.

Nevertheless, in response to public comments and the recommendation of the City 
Planning Commission regarding the globe, it will be preserved on-site.
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Scale of Building at Plymouth and Melrose

The Alliance letter suggests that the scale of the building at Plymouth and Melrose has 
not been adequately addressed in relation to the surrounding community. The compatibility of 
the proposed Project, including the scale and placement of proposed development, was analyzed 
in Sections IV.A.l, Aesthetics/Visual Quality and Views, and Section IV.G, Land Use, of the 
Draft EIR. See also Topical Response No. 3, Scale and Placement of Proposed Project 
Development, in Section III, Responses to Comments, of the Final EIR. As explained in the 
EIR, overall, the Project’s proposed building heights would be similar to and/or compatible with 
those currently present both on-site and in the surrounding area. As explained in the EIR, the 
majority of the building heights across the Project Site would be substantially similar to other 
buildings in the Project vicinity, such as the four-story Raleigh Studios, and other existing mid
rise structures that would remain on-site. In addition, buildings in the height allowance areas 
would be consistent with development in the broader Hollywood area. Furthermore, building 
heights along the Main Lot’s eastern, southern, and western perimeters would be limited to 60 
feet in height, with many of the existing low- to mid-rise structures remaining, thus continuing 
the existing trend of reduced building heights along the property edges. In addition, the City 
Planning Commission recommended that the tallest height exception be limited to 150 feet, 
rather than the originally proposed 240 feet, a nearly 40% reduction in height.

The overall floor area ratio on the Project Site would potentially increase from 
approximately 0.7:1 under current conditions to a site-wide density of 1.2:1 upon buildout of the 
proposed Project. The Project Site is already developed, and the development under the 
proposed Project, particularly along the Melrose Avenue frontage, would not be out of character 
for the Project Site or its relationship to the surrounding area and would largely represent infill 
development. Furthermore, the proposed Project’s potential maximum floor area ratio of 1.2:1 is 
less than the currently allowed floor area ratio on the Project Site, which ranges from 1.5:1 on 
the Main Lot and some of the Ancillary Lots to 3:1 on several Ancillary Lot parcels. Thus, the 
potential density of the proposed Project would be consistent with the scope of development 
envisioned for the Project Site by existing planning regulations. Overall, as the EIR concludes, 
the proposed Project’s density would be compatible with the existing developed nature of the 
Project Site and surrounding area.

Air Quality

Health Risk Assessment

The Alliance letter acknowledges that the environmental analysis included a health risk 
assessment for toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, but questions whether 
additional specialized assessments should have been included. As described in Section IV.B.l, 
Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, the EIR relied upon the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (“SCAQMD”) California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) Air Quality Handbook 
to determine whether the proposed Project would have a significant toxic air contaminant impact. 
As described in the EIR, a health risk assessment was completed for construction emissions even 
though not required by SCAQMD CEQA guidance (i.e., the EIR conservatively included this 
information). The analysis was completed in compliance with SCAQMD guidance, which does 
not require addressing the studies specifically cited by the Alliance letter. The Alliance letter
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references 2006 Environmental Protection Agency guidance but does not explain how the 
guidance reflects a deficiency with the SCAQMD methodology followed in the EIR. 
Furthermore, the Alliance letter references a 1998 report by the California Air Resources Board 
that recommends listing diesel exhaust as a toxic air contaminant, and as described on page 
IV.B.1-39 of the Draft EIR, the EIR’s health risk analysis specifically analyzed the health 
impacts of diesel exhaust from on-site construction equipment and trucks.

As explained in the EIR, the health risk analysis included diesel exhaust emissions 
associated with on-site heavy equipment and haul trucks during the construction period. The 
results of this analysis for the construction of the proposed Project yield a maximum incremental 
increase in offsite individual cancer risk below the applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds. 
The chronic hazard index is also less than the SCAQMD significance threshold. Further, 
cumulative health risk impacts were analyzed in the EIR and determined to be less than 
significant.

NO,. VOC, and CO

The Alliance letter questions whether the Draft EIR addressed health impacts related to 
NOx, VOC, and CO outside of the appendices. The EIR includes a detailed discussion of 
potential health effects from exposure to these pollutants on pages IV.B.1-2 to IV.B.1-7 in 
Section IV.B.l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR. Moreover, the EIR analyzes the correlation 
between air pollutants and human health impacts. (Draft EIR, p. IV.B.1-34.)

The EIR clarifies that “LSTs [Local Significance Thresholds] represent the maximum 
emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the 
most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard, and are developed based 
on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each source receptor area and distance to the 
nearest sensitive receptor.” (Draft EIR, p. IV.B.1-30.)

The EIR’s LST analysis concludes that localized emissions for off-site sensitive receptors 
during construction, operation, and concurrent construction and operation of the proposed 
Project would not exceed any of the SCAQMD-recommended localized screening thresholds, 
which are based on compliance with National Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”) and 
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (“CAAQS”). As discussed above, the NAAQS and 
CAAQS are established at concentration levels to provide public health protection, including 
protecting the health of sensitive populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. (Draft 
EIR, p. IV.B.1-67.) The EIR also analyzed localized CO emissions and determined that impacts 
would be less than significant. (Draft EIR, pp. IV.B. 1-46-49.)

Consistency with Air Quality Management Plan

Pointing to the impact analysis regarding regional emissions of NOx, VOC, and CO, the 
Alliance letter questions the EIR’s conclusion that the Project would be consistent with the Air 
Quality Management Plan (“AQMP”). The EIR explains that determining consistency with the 
AQMP is based on: (1) consistency with the population, housing, and employment growth 
projections; (2) project mitigation measures; and (3) appropriate incorporation of AQMP land
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use planning strategies. The EIR analyzes these criteria in Section IV.B.l, Air Quality, and 
concludes the project is consistent with the AQMP. (Draft EIR, pp. IV.B.1-53 to IV.B.1-55.)

The Alliance letter does not provide support for its suggestion that a project which might 
have significant regional emissions automatically conflicts with the AQMP. Rather, the EIR 
explains that consistency with the AQMP is supported by the lack of a significant localized 
impact for these pollutants. (Draft EIR, p. IV.B. 1-52.)

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts Analysis

The Alliance letter indicates disagreement with SCAQMD’s guidance with regard to 
cumulative air quality impacts where Project impacts are less than significant. As explained in 
Section IV.B.l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, based on guidance from the SCAQMD, individual 
construction or operational emissions that exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended daily thresholds 
for project-specific impacts would cause a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for 
those pollutants for which the air basin is in non-attainment. This approach is based on the 
SCAQMD’s mass-based significance thresholds, which means the thresholds depend on the 
amount (i.e., “mass”) of pollutants emitted by a particular project over a particular period of 
time. The thresholds account for a variety of factors including the fact that there are numerous 
sources of emissions throughout the air basin at any given time and are intended to facilitate 
compliance with NAAQS and CAAQS.

This approach has withstood judicial scrutiny as determined by the California Court of 
Appeal in Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto, 208 Cal. App. 4th 899, 933
934 (2012).

Regional CO

The Alliance letter claims that the EIR does not address regional CO emissions with 
regard to cumulative impacts. That is incorrect. The analysis presented in Section IV.B.l, Air 
Quality, of the Draft EIR includes regional CO at a project-level as well as cumulative basis. For 
example, as explained in the cumulative impacts discussion therein: “Operational emissions for 
the Project under existing conditions would exceed the SCAQMD’s thresholds for VOC, NOx, 
and CO with incorporation of mitigation measures. Therefore, the emissions of non-attainment 
pollutants and precursors generated by Project operation in excess of the SCAQMD project-level 
thresholds also would be cumulatively considerable.” (Draft EIR, pp. IV.B. 1-58-59.)

Air Quality Mitigation

Mitigation Measure B.l-1 requires the Project representative to make available to the 
lead agency and the SCAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction 
equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more 
hours during any portion of construction activities for the proposed Project. The mitigation 
measure specifies that the inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine production year, 
and certification of the specified Tier standard. The mitigation measure further requires that a 
copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, Best Available Control Technology 
documentation, and California Air Resources Board or Air Quality Management District 
operating permit be available on-site at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of
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equipment, and that off-road diesel-powered equipment within the construction inventory list 
described above meet the Tier 3 standards where commercially available. The Alliance letter 
questions the adequacy of this mitigation measure, particularly with regard to the 40-hour trigger 
and the reference to Tier 3 standards (as opposed to Tier 4).

The mitigation measure applies to construction equipment that will be used at the site 
except where such equipment is used an aggregate of less than 40 hours during any portion of 
construction activities or where equipment that meets Tier 3 standards is not available. It is not 
feasible to track the myriad of equipment that may be used on a very limited basis during 
construction, nor would use of that equipment on such a limited basis materially change the 
overall emissions of the construction project. Therefore, a trigger of an aggregate use of more 
than 40 hours is appropriate. Further, the assessment of availability of equipment changes over 
time as engine requirements are phased in and fleet mixes are updated. At the time of the 
analysis, Tier 4 equipment was not commonly commercially available. However, given the 
progress in implementing standards and updating equipment fleets since the time of the analysis, 
Paramount will agree to meet Tier 4 standards for off-road diesel-powered construction 
equipment where commercially available and have requested that Mitigation Measure B. 1-1 be 
modified accordingly.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The Alliance letter incorrectly asserts that the California Supreme Court has rejected the 
“Business as Usual”(“BAU”) methodology for analyzing greenhouse gas emissions (“GHG”) 
impacts. In fact, in the case cited in the Alliance letter, Center for Biological Diversity v. 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, 62 Cal.4th 204 (2015), the California Supreme Court expressly 
approved of assessing consistency with Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) as a significance threshold 
and rejected the commonly-made argument that use of BAU is an improper baseline under 
CEQA. Consistent with the Court’s ruling in that case, in Appendix Y to the Final EIR, 
Evaluation of AB 32 Scoping Plan BAU Threshold, Ramboll Environ evaluated the AB 32 BAU 
significance threshold in light of the aforementioned Supreme Court case. Ramboll Environ 
concluded that the Paramount Pictures Master Plan’s utilization of the statewide reduction from 
BAU as a CEQA threshold of significance represents a conservative and logical approach to 
analyzing the Project’s GHG emissions. (See also Section II, Corrections and Additions to the 
Draft EIR, of the Final EIR, page II-10 (summarizing the Ramboll Environ Technical Letter 
described above).)

Further, the EIR did not solely utilize an AB 32 BAU significance threshold to assess the 
Project’s GHG emissions. The EIR also utilized the approach afforded under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064(h)(3), which was discussed favorably by the Supreme Court in Center for 
Biological Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife. As explained at page II-6 of 
the Final EIR, in Section H, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064(h)(3) allows a lead agency to make a finding of non-significance for GHG 
emissions if a project complies with the California Cap-and-Trade Program and/or other 
regulatory schemes to reduce GHG emissions. That is precisely what the City did here:

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), this 
section also provides a qualitative estimate of the Project’s
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compliance with plans, programs, and regulations that reduce a 
project’s GHG emissions either directly or indirectly, including: 
the California Cap-and-Trade Program; the California Green 
Building Standards Code; SCAG’s 2012-2035 RTP/SCS; the City 
of Los Angeles Green Building Code; and Green LA, An Action 
Plan to Lead the Nation in Fighting Global Wanning. As 
described above, the Project would comply with State, regional, 
and local plans, programs, and regulations that reduce GHG 
emissions. Indeed, many Project-related emissions would be 
capped in the aggregate and steadily reduced by the Cap-and-Trade 
Program, such as energy, mobile, and construction emissions.
Therefore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), the 
Project’s impacts with respect to GHG emissions would be less 
than significant and not cumulatively considerable. (Final EIR, p.
n-io.)

The Alliance letter appears to disagree with the assumptions utilized to define the BAU 
Project. The assumptions utilized in the EIR mirror those made by the Air Resources Board 
when defining BAU and also represent standard practice when applying the California Emissions 
Estimator Model (“CalEEMod”). Here, CalEEMod was used to calculate the Project’s GHG 
emissions. As explained in Section IV.B.2, Air Quality - Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the 
Draft EIR, CalEEMod is considered by the SCAQMD to be an accurate and comprehensive tool 
for quantifying air quality and GHG impacts from land use projects throughout California.

When the quotation from the EIR (“a net decrease in GHG emissions that represents a 
substantial reduction from BAU”) cited in the Alliance letter is read in context, it is clear that the 
statement refers to the Project’s use of sustainable design features to reduce GHG emissions as 
compared to a BAU project. Section IV.B.2, Air Quality - Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the 
Draft EIR and the analysis in Appendix E to the Draft EIR (which contains the CalEEMod 
output files) show how this not only is possible, but also how the percentage reductions from 
BAU were calculated in a conservative fashion.

Paleontological Resources

The Alliance letter includes some suggestions with regard to Mitigation Measure C-10 
related to paleontological resources. As explained in Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the 
EIR, a project-specific paleontological records search was conducted through the Natural History 
Museum of the Los Angeles County to determine the potential impacts of the proposed Project 
on paleontological resources. The results of the paleontological records search indicate there are 
no fossil vertebrate localities located within the Project Site. The closest vertebrate fossil 
localities (located along Western Avenue immediately south of Beverly Boulevard and north of 
the Hollywood Freeway and immediately east of Vermont Avenue) each produced a fossil 
specimen at a depth of approximately 5 to 8 feet below the surface. Past development activities 
have disturbed the majority of the surface of the Project Site. The paleontological records search 
indicates that grading or very shallow excavations in the uppermost layers of soils and 
Quaternary deposits in the Project Site are unlikely to discover significant vertebrate fossils. 
However, deeper excavations have the potential to encounter significant remains of fossil
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vertebrates. If resources are encountered during excavation and grading activities, Mitigation 
Measure C-10 would be implemented to ensure all work would cease in that area. Any 
discovery of paleontological resources would be treated in accordance with City of Los Angeles 
guidelines for the identification, evaluation, disclosure, avoidance or recovery, and curation of 
resources, as appropriate.

Geology and Soils: Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Methane Buffer Zone

As explained in Sections IV.D, Geology and Soils, and IV.E, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, of the Draft EIR, portions of the Project Site are designated as being within a City 
Methane Buffer Zone. During construction, adherence to the construction safety measures and 
compliance with California Occupational Safety and Health Act safety requirements would serve 
to avoid risk in the event that elevated levels of soil gases are encountered during grading and 
construction. During operations, the City of Los Angeles has extensive methane seepage 
regulations that require structures in areas with methane hazards to include building protection 
systems. Mitigation Measure D-4 requires the design and construction of the proposed Project to 
comply with the Los Angeles Methane Seepage Regulations (Los Angeles Municipal Code, 
Chapter IX, Article 1, Division 71), as applicable, including requirements for site testing. The 
Alliance letter suggests that testing should have already been done, with the results and 
requirements of the regulations indicated in the analysis. However, the required site testing will 
vary depending on the square footage of the building area and elevation of the lowest building 
slab and depth to groundwater. The range of required methane mitigation systems is very clearly 
detailed in the City’s Methane Seepage Regulations.

Underground Storage Tanks and Impacted Soils

The Alliance letter questions the potential for encountering underground storage tanks 
and potential soil contamination and related mitigation. As explained in Section IV.E, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, Project-related grading could uncover or disturb 
existing known and unknown underground storage tanks. If underground storage tanks or 
impacted soils are encountered, existing comprehensive policies and programs specifically 
related to environmental safety would continue to be implemented. For example, if underground 
storage tanks are encountered, prior to removal, applicable permits would be obtained. During 
tank removals, excavations would be monitored with an organic vapor analyzer in areas with the 
potential for impacted soils. Soils that exhibit elevated readings, odor or visual evidence of 
contamination would be managed as required by appropriate regulatory agencies. Depending on 
the extent of contamination, these agencies could require that the soils be sampled for laboratory 
analysis, segregated and stored according to SCAQMD regulations, and disposed of in 
accordance with California regulatory requirements. Hence, compliance with existing 
permitting, notification and worker safety regulations and programs would ensure construction 
worker safety.

If excavation or grading occurs in areas identified as having potential for residual 
contamination in the subsurface, soils in the areas of potential contamination would be screened 
prior to such activity based on the nature of the potential contamination. In the event that
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potential contamination is encountered the contamination shall be evaluated by a qualified 
environmental professional using appropriate collection and sampling techniques as determined 
by the environmental professional based on the nature of the contamination and applicable 
regulatory requirements as set forth in Mitigation Measure E-l.

In order to clarify the intent of Mitigation Measure E-l, Paramount requested that the 
City make the following changes (shown in strike-through/underline format) to Mitigation 
Measure E-l:

Mitigation Measure E-l: If excavation or grading occurs in areas identified in
Figure IV.E-1 on page IV.E-461 (areas with potential for residual 
contamination in subsurface), then construction contracts shall include a 
provision that a q ualified environmental professional shall screen soils 
in the areas of potential contamination prior to such work based on the 
nature of the potential contamination, and in the event that potential 
contamination may bets encountered during excavation or grading, work 
in the area of potential-contamination shall be temporarily halted-andthe 
contamination shall be evaluated by a qualified environmental 
professional using appropriate collection and sampling techniques as 
determined by the environmental professional based on the nature of the 
contamination. The nature and extent of contamination shall be 
determined and the appropriate handling, disposal and/or treatment shall 
be implemented (i.e., excavated/disposed of, treated in-situ [in-place], or 
otherwise managed) in accordance with applicable regulatory 
requirements, such as South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Rule 1166.
If soil contamination is not suspected, but is observed (i.e., by sight, 
smell, visual, etc.) during excavation and grading activities, excavation 
and grading within the area of the observed contamination shall be 
temporarily halted and redirected around the area until the appropriate 
evaluation and follow-up measures are implemented by a qualified 
environmental professional, as described above.

Oil Well and Mitigation Measure E-2

The Alliance letter requests clarification as to why re-abandonment of the abandoned oil 
well on the Project Site is not required. The Project Site is not located within a City-designated 
oil field or an oil drilling area. As explained in Sections IV.D, Geology and Soils, and IV.E, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, based on California State Division of Oil, 
Gas and Geothermal Resources maps, one abandoned oil well may exist in the northeast comer 
of the Project Site. Records from the California State Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal 
Resources indicate that this well is dry and was plugged and abandoned in 1958. Where 
construction is proposed in the area of the existing well, applicable California State Division of 
Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources requirements related to the potential well would be



followed. Based on compliance with these requirements that are reinforced in Mitigation 
Measure E-2, impacts related to construction in the area of the potential well would be less than 
significant. Mitigation Measure E-2 applies prior to the issuance of a building permits for 
construction, which would include grading permits.

Noise & Vibration

The Alliance letter questions whether truck noise was assessed in combination with other 
construction noise along Van Ness Avenue and Gower Street. As discussed in Section IV. H, 
Noise, of the Draft EIR, the construction noise analysis included all construction vehicles 
including delivery/haul trucks, construction worker vehicles, and concrete mix trucks. The 
proposed haul routes include Lemon Grove Avenue, Melrose Avenue, and Western Avenue.

With regard to vibration, the Alliance letter suggests that the significance threshold for 
structures is 0.112 peak particle velocity (“PPV”). Available guidelines from the Federal Transit 
Administration are used to assess impacts due to ground-borne vibration due to the fact that the 
City does not have separate adopted standards, guidelines or thresholds relative to ground-bome 
vibration. Based on the FTA guidance and as explained in the EIR, impacts relative to ground- 
borne vibration associated with potential building damage would be considered significant if:

• Project construction activities cause ground-bome vibration levels to exceed 0.5 
PPV at the nearest off-site reinforced-concrete, steel or timber building

• Project construction activities cause ground-bome vibration levels to exceed 0.3 
PPV at the nearest off-site engineered concrete and masonry building

• Project construction activities cause ground-bome vibration levels to exceed 0.2 
PPV at the nearest off-site non-engineered timber and masonry building

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels to exceed 0.12 
PPV at buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage, such as historic 
buildings

As the EIR explains, the majority of the Project construction activities would occur 
within the Main Lot and would be a minimum of 50 feet from the off-site building structures. 
The estimated vibration velocity levels for construction activities within the Main Lot would be 
well below the most stringent significance threshold of 0.12 PPV. Construction activities at the 
Ancillary Lots could occur in closer proximity to off-site building structures, none of which are 
designated historic structures. Vibration levels generated by a large bulldozer or caisson drilling 
would be up to 0.995 PPV (at 5 feet from the equipment) and 0.192 PPV (at 15 feet from the 
equipment). With implementation of Project Design Feature H-2, which requires that the use of 
large bulldozers and caisson drilling occur a minimum of 15 feet from the nearest off-site 
building, vibration impacts associated with potential building damage during construction 
activities would be less than significant.
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Public Services

Police Protection Services

The Alliance letter questions the evaluation of police protection services and suggests 
that the EIR did not adequately evaluate the “diversion” of services or the level of protection 
currently provided, including the citizen-to-officer ratio and average response times. Contrary to 
this assertion, Section IV.J.l, Public Services - Police Protection, of the Draft EIR, discusses 
existing conditions, including current officer to population ratios and average response times.

With regard to the evaluation of potential Project impacts, as explained in the EIR, the 
significance threshold with regard to impacts on police services under the City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide requires a determination to be made on a case-by-case basis, 
considering the following factors:

• the population increase resulting from the project

• the demand for police services anticipated at the time of project buildout 
compared to the expected level of service available (e.g., considering scheduled 
improvements to Los Angeles Police Department (“LAPD”) services and the 
project’s proportional contribution to the demand)

• whether the project includes security and/or design features that would reduce the 
demand for police services.

Based on these factors, the EIR determined that the proposed Project would have a 
significant impact on police services if the Project would generate demand for additional police 
protection services that substantially exceeds the capability of the LAPD to serve the Project 
Site. As explained in the EIR, the Project would not require the expansion of current LAPD 
facilities or the construction of new public service facilities. The Project would increase the non
resident, day-time service population; however, the Project does not include any residential uses 
that would directly affect the existing officer to resident ratio or the crimes per resident ratio 
citywide within the Hollywood Community Police Station or Olympic Community Police 
Station service areas. As concluded in the EIR, the Project would not generate a demand for 
additional police protection services that would substantially exceed the capability of the 
Hollywood or Olympic Community Police Stations to serve the Project Site, and impacts to 
police protection services would be less than significant. In addition, the Project would 
implement project design features which provide for security measures during construction and 
private on-site security during Project operation. Furthermore, although operation of the Project 
would not result in significant impacts on police services, mitigation measures are provided to 
ensure that the Project is designed in a manner that would further reduce potential impacts on 
police protection services.

Fire Flow

The Alliance letter suggests that future fire flow requirements are not addressed in 
relation to the interim projects. The 50,000 square feet of interim projects discussed above and
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in the EIR would not affect the existing fire flow requirements. Further, as noted above, the 
interim projects were not constructed.

Traffic - Signage

The Alliance letter refers to concerns about changing images on digital signs distracting 
drivers and suggests there is an impact. As discussed in Topical Response No. 1, Proposed 
Signage Program, in Section HI, Responses to Comments, of the Final EIR, proposed Project 
signage would not be expected to substantially affect traffic safety given the signage already 
present in the vicinity as well as the low traffic speeds pursuant to posted speed limits on the 
surrounding street system. Furthermore, the City Planning Commission has rejected digital 
signage from the Project.

In summary, the Alliance letter does not raise any new issues or provide any support for 
its suggestions that certain aspects of the Project’s environmental analysis are somehow 
inadequate. To the contrary, the issues raised in the Alliance letter are addressed in the EIR, and 
the comprehensive environmental analysis of the proposed Project fully satisfies the 
requirements of CEQA.

12
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ATTACHMENT B

Responses to Comments submitted on behalf of Mary Ann Biewener (“Biewener Comments”)1

The Biewener Comments that raise environmental concerns have already been addressed 
in the EIR. Contrary to assertions in the Biewener Comments, the Project complies with 
applicable due process and notice requirements, the California Environmental Quality Act 
(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and associated regulations (14 Cal. Code Regs. 
Section 15000 et seq.) (jointly, “CEQA”), and the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(“LAMC”).

A. The Project’s Specific Plan Meets the Legal Requirements for a Valid 
Specific Plan

The Biewener Comments claim that the Project fails to meet the legal requirements for a 
Specific Plan, as required by Government Code Sections 65451 and 65455 and guidance issued 
by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (“OPR”), The Planner’s Guide to Specific 
Plans.

However, Los Angeles is a charter city and Government Code Section 65451, which lists 
components required to be included in a specific plan, does not apply to charter cities. This is 
also stated in “The Planner’s Guide to Specific Plans” cited by the Biewener Comments, which 
indicates that OPR’s guidance is “primarily a guide to counties and general law cities”, and that 
“charter cities are exempt from the specific plan statutes contained in Government Code §65450- 
65457[.]” (Planner’s Guide to Specific Plans, p. 3.) The Guide further provides:

“Section 65451 of the Government Code mandates that a specific plan be 
structured [to include infrastructure and other components]. The statutes apply to 
all counties and general law cities. They do not apply to charter cities unless 
incorporated by local charter or code.” (Planner’s Guide to Specific Plans, p. 5.)

Further, Government Code Section 65455 requires that zoning ordinances, subdivisions, 
and public works projects within an area covered by a specific plan must be consistent with the 
adopted specific plan. This is also stated in OPR’s guidance. The proposed Project is not within 
an area covered by an adopted specific plan. The Project would, however, be consistent with the 
proposed Paramount Pictures Specific Plan.

1 Comments were submitted on behalf of Ms. Biewener on August 19, 2016, in connection with 
her appeal of the City Planning Commission’s approval of the Tentative Tract Map, separate 
comments were submitted to the City Council’s Planning and Land Use Committee on August 
23, 2016, and additional materials were submitted on August 30, 2016. The comments are 
similar in many respects, therefore, these responses address the comments together.

70763405



Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32.C.7, a specific plan may be approved only after making 
findings that the action is consistent with the General Plan and is in conformity with public 
necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice. As indicated in the City 
Planning Commission’s letter of determination dated August 9, 2016, the Planning Commission 
found that the proposed Specific Plan complies with Los Angeles City Charter Section 556 and 
LAMC Section 12.32.C.7 in that it is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent, and 
provisions of the General Plan and all of its elements, and complies with City Charter Section 
558 and LAMC Section 12.32.C.7 in that it is in substantial conformance with public necessity, 
convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice.

The Environmental Impact Report Adequately Describes the Project’s Infrastructure 
Improvements

Contrary to the claim in the Biewener Comments, the Project’s Environmental Impact 
Report(“EIR”) provides detailed analysis of the Project’s infrastructure needs.

With regard to wastewater, which was specifically referenced in the Biewener 
Comments, the EIR confirms that offsite capacity in the City’s existing sanitary sewer lines is 
adequate to support the Project’s increased flow. In addition, the majority of proposed sanitary 
sewers, as shown in the Draft EIR’s Figure IV.L.2-2 on page IV.L.2-13 and described in the 
Project Design Features, would be constructed within the Project Site, with the exception of new 
and relocated lateral connections to the City sanitary sewer systems in adjacent streets. (Draft 
EIR, p. IV.L.2-14.) As explained in the EIR, construction activities associated with these new 
and relocated connections would be confined along Melrose Avenue and streets adjacent to the 
Ancillary Lots, and would be temporary in nature. In terms of cumulative wastewater impacts, 
the EIR analyzes the Project’s impacts on wastewater facilities relative to growth projected in the 
Hyperion Service Area through Project buildout. The EIR conservatively found that the net 
increase in average daily wastewater flows from the Project, interim projects, and related 
projects could be accommodated by the Hyperion Service Area’s assumed future capacity, and 
thus cumulative impacts on the wastewater treatment systems would be less than significant. 
(Draft EIR, p. IV.L.2-22.)

The Biewener Comments further claim that the Project fails to disclose the location and 
timing of other infrastructure repairs and improvements. Again, the EIR explains that most of 
the Project’s infrastructure improvements would occur on-site and analyzes the potential for off
site improvements. For example, with regard to electrical utilities, the EIR indicates that the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power (“LADWP”) existing and planned electricity capacity 
would sufficiently serve the Project, and that additional electricity would be supplied to the 
existing substations through existing poles or underground conduits to increase the capacity of 
the substations. (See Draft EIR, pp. IV.L.4-25-26.) As part of the proposed Project, when new 
buildings are constructed, the private on-site electrical system would be augmented by new 
electrical lines on-site, constructed per applicable City standards, to serve new buildings, as 
necessary. As explained in the EIR, construction of the Project’s electrical infrastructure would 
primarily occur within the Project Site, although some off-site construction activities to connect 
the proposed Project’s electrical infrastructure with primary electrical distribution lines could 
occur. Paramount would be required to coordinate electrical infrastructure removals or 
relocations with LADWP and comply with site-specific requirements set forth by LADWP,
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which would minimize service disruptions and potential impacts associated with grading, 
construction, and development within LADWP easements. As such, as the EIR confirms, 
construction of the Project’s electrical infrastructure is not anticipated to adversely affect the 
electrical infrastructure serving the surrounding uses or utility system capacity. (Draft EIR, pp. 
IV.L.4-21-22.)

Section IV.L.4 of the Draft EIR also describes natural gas utility service needs, 
concluding that “it is anticipated that SoCalGas’ existing and planned natural gas supplies would 
be sufficient to support the proposed Project’s net increase in demand for natural gas. In 
addition, SoCalGas has indicated the existing service lines in the Project area have the capacity 
to serve the proposed Project.” (Draft EIR, p. IV.L.4-27.) Additional underground natural gas 
supply and service lines would be constructed within the Project Site to service individual 
buildings.

As described in Section IV.L.l, the Project is not anticipated to have any adverse impact 
on available water supplies and infrastructure. The proposed Project would implement Project 
Design Feature L.l-1 related to water infrastructure, including the on-site construction of water 
facilities (related to domestic water and fire protection) along with off-site connections to the 
water distribution lines in Melrose Avenue, Gower Street and Ridgewood Place. The design and 
installation of new water lines would meet applicable City standards as set forth in the City 
Plumbing Code. As explained in the EIR, off-site construction impacts (including street traffic 
detouring and control) are anticipated at three locations along Melrose Avenue, four locations 
along Gower Street, and two locations along Ridgewood Place as part of the required 
improvements and the new water line connections and installations. Most construction impacts 
are expected to be confined to trenching for water lines and would be temporary in nature.
(Draft EIR, p. IV.L.1-37.)

Pursuant to Project Design Feature K-2, a detailed construction management plan shall be 
prepared, including street closure information, detour plans, haul routes, and staging plans. The 
plans shall be based on the nature and timing of the specific construction activities and other 
projects in the vicinity of the Project Site, and include elements such as temporary traffic control 
and scheduling constmction activities to reduce the effect on traffic flow, etc. In addition, 
pursuant to Mitigation Measure H-l, a construction noise management plan is required to 
minimize constmction noise impacts.

The Project is Consistent with the General Plan and Community Plans

The Biewener Comments claim that the Project is inconsistent with certain goals and 
policies of the General Plan and Wilshire and Hollywood Community Plans. The consistency of 
the Project with adopted plans and policies is detailed in Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft 
EIR, which concluded that with the approval of the Specific Plan, zone change, and the General 
Plan Amendment, the proposed Project would not be in substantial conflict with adopted plans or 
relevant environmental policies.
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General Plan - Air Quality Element

With regard to the General Plan Air Quality Element specifically referenced in the 
Biewener Comments, Section IV.B.l, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of the 
Project’s consistency with applicable policies of the City of Los Angeles Air Quality Element. 
Development of the proposed Project would implement project features that would reduce 
vehicular trips, reduce vehicle miles traveled, and encourage use of alternative modes of 
transportation. Overall, the central location of the proposed Project and its proximity to existing 
transportation infrastructure and mass transit options would result in a reduction of vehicle miles 
traveled and vehicle trips. As a result, the proposed Project would be consistent with the City of 
Los Angeles Air Quality Element.

The EIR also discusses project design features and mitigation measures which provide a 
program of air pollution control strategies designed to reduce the proposed Project’s air quality 
impacts to the extent feasible during construction. Also, in addition to the project design features 
designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (which would also serve to reduce criteria air 
pollutants), the Mitigation Monitoring Program (“MMP”) includes air quality mitigation 
measures that would further reduce operational emissions from the proposed Project.

Water and Energy Use

With regard to water and energy use, as discussed above, the EIR discusses the Project’s 
water and energy needs in detail. As described in Section IV.L, the Project is not anticipated to 
have any adverse impact on available water supplies and infrastructure or on energy.
Additionally, the Project would incorporate features to support and promote environmental 
sustainability, including, as may be applicable, compliance with the City’s Green Building 
Ordinance and building features capable of achieving Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design Certified status.

Signage Impacts

The Project’s signage is not inconsistent with the General Plan. Signage is discussed 
further below.

Health and Safety

As described in the EIR, a health risk assessment was completed for construction 
emissions even though not required by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(“SCAQMD”) CEQA guidance (i.e., the EIR conservatively included this information). The 
analysis was completed in compliance with SCAQMD guidance. The analysis determined the 
potential health risks would be less than significant. Further, the EIR evaluated potential 
localized carbon monoxide (CO) impacts at intersections with potential reduced levels of service, 
and concluded that localized mobile-source CO emissions would be less than significant. (Draft 
EIR, pp. IV.B. 1-46-49.)

With regard to noise and vibration, as discussed in detail in the EIR, implementation of 
the recommended noise mitigation measures would reduce the construction-related noise of the 
proposed Project. However, depending on the receptor and ambient noise levels at the time of
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construction, significant temporary construction noise impacts could exceed the significance 
threshold. These potential impacts could be experienced at receptors near the specific 
construction area. Thus, not all Project construction would affect all receptors. Vibration was 
analyzed based on human annoyance. Similarly, with regard to vibration, the EIR details that 
vibration levels could exceed the threshold for human annoyance at receptors that are within 80 
feet of large constmction equipment (e.g., a large bulldozer) on an Ancillary Lot. Thus, the 
annoyance would be for a very limited duration and area. (Draft EIR, pp. IV.H-34-35.) There 
are no feasible mitigation measures that would further reduce these short-term vibration impacts, 
which would occur on a limited basis with nearly any constmction on those sites.

Aesthetics/Cultural Resources

Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of the Project’s 
potential impacts regarding historic resources. With the implementation of the proposed Specific 
Plan, including the Historic Resources Preservation Plan, and the proposed mitigation measures, 
the proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to the potential Paramount Pictures 
Historic District, the potential RKO Studios Historic District, or the KCAL Building. As 
discussed below, the EIR also includes an extensive analysis of aesthetics impacts, including 
views, light/glare and shading.

With regard to the Specific Plan’s relationship to the General Plan goals and policies to 
protect quality of life, as stated in Section 1.2 of the proposed Specific Plan, the proposed 
Specific Plan is intended to detail and foster the General Plan’s development policies, 
systematically implement the General Plan, and contain defined standards and development 
criteria that supplement those of the General Plan. As indicated in the City Planning 
Commission’s letter of determination dated August 9, 2016, the Planning Commission found that 
the proposed Specific Plan would provide for regulations regarding height, signage, design, and 
uses, as well as the establishment of a Historic Resources Preservation Plan, allowing Paramount 
Studios to modernize and expand its motion pictures and entertainment production facilities 
under a regulated, unified plan, while promoting the preservation of neighborhood character and 
compatibility with nearby residential uses.

Landscaping

With respect to landscaping, as discussed in the EIR and shown in the Conceptual 
Landscape Plan and Conceptual Streetscape Plan (Figure II-7 and Figure II-8, respectively, in 
Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR), the Project would include landscape elements 
to weave together the various building types, programs and experiences on the Project Site. In 
addition, specifically with regard to the two parcels within the Wilshire Community Plan area 
referenced in the Biewener Comments, the proposed Specific Plan includes design regulations 
that require a 10-foot landscaped setback adjacent to the off-site residential properties.

Project Design Feature L.l-2 ensures the Project will implement water conservation 
features, including use of water efficient landscaping.
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The height of new structures on the majority of the Ancillary Lots, including the Windsor 
Lot and South Bronson Lots referenced in the Biewener Comments, would be limited to 45 feet, 
which is the same or lower than the maximum building heights presently permitted on most of 
the Ancillary Lots per current zoning (See Table IV.G-1 beginning on page IV.G-9 of the Draft 
EIR summarizing current development standards). Further, the proposed Specific Plan provides 
that parking structures developed on those lots shall include architectural styles or techniques 
that enhance the visual compatibility of the parking structures with the surrounding structures, 
which plans shall be submitted to the Urban Design Studio for review prior to issuance of a 
building permit.

The Project’s consistency with the Wilshire Community Plan is analyzed and set forth in 
Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, which concluded that the proposed Project would be 
consistent with the overall intent of the Wilshire Community Plan. (See Table IV.G-4 on pp. 
IV.G-49-60 of the Draft EIR for an analysis of Project consistency with the goals, objectives, and 
policies of the Wilshire Community Plan.)

Contrary to the assertions in the Biewener Comments, the Project is not inconsistent with 
Wilshire Community Plan policies related to traffic issues and neighborhood intrusion. For 
example, as explained in Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the Project is consistent with 
Wilshire Community Plan policy 1-3.4 cited in the Biewener Comments. Section IV.K, Traffic, 
Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, included a neighborhood intrusion traffic impact analysis, 
which did not identify any neighborhoods within the Wilshire Community Plan area subject to 
neighborhood intrusion impacts from Project traffic.

The Biewener Comments also suggest that the proposed Specific Plan’s alcohol sales 
provisions are inconsistent with Wilshire Community Plan goals and policies to protect the 
character and quality of the surrounding residential neighborhood. This issue was also analyzed 
in Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, which noted that alcohol is currently served at the 
Project Site, and with the proposed Project’s expansion of retail locations at the Project Site, 
additional alcohol sales are proposed to serve the employees and guests on-site. The proposed 
Specific Plan would permit a limited number of new establishments, subject to specific 
regulations and conditions set forth in Section 6 of the Specific Plan. As concluded in the EIR, 
the proposed alcohol sales would be consistent with existing conditions and would be compatible 
with the surrounding community.

The Specific Plan’s Land Use Exchange Program is Proper and Provides Detailed 
Mechanisms

The Biewener Comments claim that the Specific Plan lacks specific information on land 
uses due its poorly drafted “Land Swap” provisions. There are no “Land Swap” provisions in 
the proposed Specific Plan. The Biewener Comments may be referring to the Land Use

Neighborhood Compatibility/Wilshire Community Plan Consistency

2 It is noted that the Biewener Comments refer to the Wilshire Community Plan. Two Ancillary 
Lots are within the Wilshire Community Plan area. The balance of the Project Site is located 
within the Hollywood Community Plan area.
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Exchange provisions, which allow for limited exchanges of defined amounts of square footage 
for one type of land use (e.g., Office) to a defined amount of square footage of a different type of 
land use (e.g., Stage). The Land Use Exchange must still comply with the regulatory 
requirements of the Specific Plan, such as permitted land uses, maximum heights and locations 
for alcohol service. The Land Use Exchange provisions in the proposed Specific Plan set forth 
clear procedures for the exchanges, including specific equivalency factors and a limitation on the 
overall total permitted floor area for all uses to 3,284,400 square feet.

The Project Does Not Create an Unlawful Signage District

The Biewener Comments claim the Project creates an unlawful sign district, in violation 
of the LAMC, which requires a separate procedure and findings to be made in support of the 
Supplemental Use District. To the contrary, signage regulations may be appropriately addressed 
in a specific plan. As explained in the Planning Department recommendation report to the City 
Planning Commission, the Planning Department determined that it would be appropriate in this 
particular instance for the signage regulations to be incorporated into the proposed Specific Plan 
in order to consolidate all applicable regulations in one central location for the implementation of 
the Project.

The Biewener Comments also indicate that because the two existing off-site billboards 
are allowed to be replaced and modernized under the Specific Plan, this entails an exception 
from the City’s offsite sign ban and requires special findings. LAMC Section 14.4.4.B. 11 lists 
prohibited signs, which include offsite signs unless these comply with the City’s Building Code 
provisions for alteration of nonconforming signs at LAMC Section 91.6216, and other Code 
requirements, or if these are “specifically permitted pursuant to a legally adopted specific plan, 
supplemental use district or an approved development agreement.” In compliance with this Code 
requirement, the Project provides for the replacement of these signs under the proposed Specific 
Plan’s Signage Regulations.

The Project’s Development Agreement is Lawful

Contrary to the claim in the Biewener Comments that the term of the Development 
Agreement is too long, the twenty-two year time frame helps to ensure a long-term and 
consistent regulatory framework for the Project. The EIR analysis is consistent with a 2038 
buildout of the Project. For the reasons described in the Project’s EIR and noted above, the 
Development Agreement is consistent with the objectives, goals and policies in the General Plan 
and associated Community Plans, in compliance with Government Code Section 65867.5. The 
public benefits included in the Development Agreement are extensive. As noted in the Planning 
Staff report to the City Planning Commission, the Development Agreement provides Paramount 
Pictures Corporation 22 years in which to develop the vision of the Paramount Pictures Master 
Plan in accordance with the stipulated rules and regulations and, in turn, the community will 
receive public benefits that will enhance the public realm and contribute to the community’s 
overall sense of place and well-being. The Project will contribute to the preservation of 
Hollywood as the international focus for the movie, television, and entertainment industry, and 
generate nearly 20,000 jobs during construction and operations, an estimated $1.1 billion 
economic output to the Los Angeles economy from Project construction; and approximately $3.1 
billion in annual economic output to the Los Angeles economy during Project operations. The
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additional public benefits provided in connection with the Development Agreement include, for 
example, $5,000,000 to the City of Los Angeles Council District 13 Public Improvement Fund 
towards streetscape improvements in the vicinity of the Project Site, to include Melrose Avenue 
and Santa Monica Boulevard; an additional period of rent-free lease to the Head Start program; 
$100,000 to the Larchmont Village Neighborhood Association towards the review and 
implementation of measures intended to reduce neighborhood traffic intrusion and congestion; 
$375,000 to the City of Los Angeles Council District 4 for neighborhood traffic protection and 
streetscape improvements within Council District 4; pedestrian safety improvements; and 
$25,000 to the Larchmont Village Neighborhood Association to be used for a historic resources 
survey for the neighborhood.

B. The Project’s EIR Complies with CEQA and the City Planning Commission 
Properly Certified Overriding Considerations

Under CEQA, a public agency may approve or carry out a project for which an 
environmental impact report has been certified which identifies one or more significant 
environmental effects if, with regard to significant effects for which no feasible mitigation 
measures or alternatives are available, the public agency finds that “specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant 
effects on the environment.” (Cal. Pub. Resources Code Section 21081(c).) The CEQA 
Guidelines require, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b), that the decision-maker 
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated.

The Project’s EIR was presented to the Advisory Agency as the initial-decision maker on 
the tract map, and on appeal to the City Planning Commission as a recommending and decision
making body of the lead agency. The Planning Commission reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the EIR as well as all other information in the record prior to 
certification of the EIR and recommending the Project for approval. The Planning Commission 
adopted the Statement of Overriding Considerations, recognizing that significant and 
unavoidable impacts would result from implementation of the proposed Project. Having (i) 
adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected alternatives to the proposed Project, (iii) 
recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, and (iv) balanced the benefits of the Project 
against the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, the Planning Commission found that 
“the benefits outweigh and override the significant unavoidable impacts.”

In particular, the Commission found that the Project will enhance the future economic 
vitality of the City of Los Angeles by providing growth in proximity to public transit, and will 
contribute to the preservation of Hollywood as the international focus for the movie, television, 
and entertainment industry. The Project’s substantial benefits also include, among other 
benefits, the generation of nearly 20,000 jobs during constmction and operations, an estimated 
$1.1 billion economic output to the Los Angeles economy from Project constmction; and 
approximately $3.1 billion in annual economic output to the Los Angeles economy during 
Project operations. These findings and the Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on 
substantial evidence in the record. Accordingly, the Commission properly considered and
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adopted the Project’s Statement of Overriding Consideration in compliance with CEQA’s 
requirements.

C. No Significant Health Risks

As discussed above, a health risk assessment was completed for construction emissions 
even though not required by SCAQMD CEQA guidance (i.e., the EIR conservatively included 
this information). The analysis was completed in compliance with SCAQMD guidance, and 
concluded that potential health impacts would be less than significant.

D. The Project’s Scale and Placement is Appropriate and its Aesthetic Impacts 
are Adequately Addressed in the EIR

The EIR extensively discusses the Project’s scale and placement in relation to potential 
aesthetic impacts. As discussed in Section IV.A.l, Aesthetics/Visual Quality and Views, of the 
Draft EIR, the proposed building heights would be similar to and/or compatible with those 
currently present both on-site and in the surrounding area. The majority of the building heights 
across the Project Site would be substantially similar to other buildings in the Project vicinity, 
such as the four-story Raleigh Studios, and other existing mid-rise structures that would remain 
on-site. Further, based on the recommendation of the City Planning Commission, the maximum 
height allowance on the Main Lot was reduced from 240 feet to 150 feet. This height is 
consistent with the height of buildings in the surrounding area, such as the Larchmont Medical 
Building (approximately 140 feet) and El Royale apartments (approximately 160 feet). While 
those buildings abut existing residences, the height allowance area on the Main Lot would be 
separated from the residences to the south by other development on the Main Lot, Melrose 
Avenue and other commercial development.

Further, contrary to the suggestion in the Biewener Comments, the residences to the 
south of the Project Site are not designated historic or within a Historic Preservation Overlay 
Zone (“HPOZ”). The Biewener Comments include a copy of a Larchmont Heights Historic 
Resources Survey from 2001. The area included in that survey is over 500 feet west of the 
western-most comer of the Project Site and is not an existing HPOZ. It is noted that the 
Larchmont Medical Building is shown in the survey as abutting residences within the survey 
boundary that were still considered contributor buildings.

As also explained in the EIR, and discussed above, the heights of the new buildings on 
the majority of the Ancillary Lots would not exceed 45 feet (the maximum height on Parcels A 
and B of the Lemon Grove Lot would be 55 feet consistent with the height of the existing 
parking structure). The maximum allowable height for a building at the Ancillary Lot on 
Melrose Avenue and Plymouth Boulevard (aka the Windsor Lot) referenced in the Biewener 
Comments would not exceed 45 feet and, thus, could not be developed with a 5-story parking 
stmcture as suggested by the Biewener Comments. As the Draft EIR concludes, the Project’s 
proposed building heights would be compatible with the low- to mid-rise uses in the Project 
vicinity, and the land uses proposed on the Ancillary Lots would also be compatible with 
surrounding development in terms of land use type, development density, and overall design. In 
addition, as noted above, the proposed Specific Plan provides for a 10-foot landscaped buffer 
between the Ancillary Lots south of Melrose Avenue and the adjacent residences, and requires



architectural features for parking structures to enhance their visual compatibility with 
surrounding structures.

In terms of density, as also discussed in Section IV.A.l, Aesthetics/Visual Quality and 
Views, and Section IV.G, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the overall floor area ratio on the Project 
Site would potentially increase from approximately 0.7:1 under current conditions to a site-wide 
density of 1.2:1 upon buildout of the proposed Specific Plan. The Project Site is already 
developed and the development under the proposed Project, particularly along the Melrose 
Avenue frontage, would not be out of character for the Project Site or its relationship to the 
surrounding area and would largely represent infill development. Furthermore, the proposed 
Project’s potential maximum overall floor area ratio of 1.2:1 is less than the currently allowed 
floor area ratio on the Project Site, which ranges from 1.5:1 on the Main Lot to 3:1 on several 
Ancillary Lot parcels. Thus, the potential density of the proposed Project would be consistent 
with the scope of development envisioned for the Project Site by existing planning regulations. 
Overall, as the EIR concludes, the proposed Project’s density would be compatible with the 
existing developed nature of the Project Site and surrounding area.

The EIR evaluated the proposed Project in terms of visual compatibility as well as land 
use compatibility in Section IV.A.l, Aesthetics/Visual Quality and Views, and Section IV.G, 
Land Use. With respect to visual compatibility, the analysis considered the introduction of 
contrasting features that could contribute to a decline in overall visual character (e.g., the 
introduction of contrasting features that overpower familiar features, eliminate context or 
associations with history, or create visual incompatibility where there may have been apparent 
efforts to maintain or promote a thematic or consistent character). Based on the analysis 
presented in Section IV.A.l, Aesthetics/Visual Quality and Views, of the Draft EIR, the Project 
is compatible both in its placement and scale with the surrounding area.

E. The EIR Adequately Addresses Noise, Parking, Traffic and Emergency 
Access and Safety Impacts Associated with the “Plymouth Gate”

The Biewener Comments express concerns regarding cut-through traffic in regards to 
vehicular access to the Plymouth Gate, congestion along Melrose and emergency access. The 
EIR fully evaluates the noise, parking, traffic, emergency access, and safety impacts of the 
Project, including those associated with Plymouth Gate.

Traffic

As discussed in the Final EIR, Project operational access impacts at the Plymouth Gate 
would be less than significant. Intersection No. 39, Plymouth Boulevard & Melrose Avenue, is 
the nearest study intersection to the Plymouth Gate, and this intersection is projected to operate 
at LOS A during the morning and afternoon peak hours. Contrary to the suggestion in the 
Biewener Comments, the EIR does not presume that Paramount guests and employees will not 
use residential streets to access the Project Site. The potential for project traffic to utilize local 
streets and the Plymouth Gate was included in the traffic analysis for the Project as documented 
in Section IV.D, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR and the Traffic Study included as 
Appendix Q to the Draft EIR. Rather, specifically with regard to access from the south, the EIR 
explains that because the Plymouth Gate would not align with Plymouth Boulevard, the potential
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for drivers to approach or depart this gate via Plymouth Boulevard would be reduced. The EIR 
further explains that it is not expected that accessing the Plymouth Gate via Plymouth Boulevard, 
with a right turn on to Melrose Avenue and an immediate left turn into the gate, would be a 
common path of travel. The design of the driveway and its access control will be subject to the 
review and approval of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation. The driveway and access 
control will be designed consistent with applicable Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(“LADOT”) guidelines and the standards set forth in the California Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Design, which provides uniform standards and specifications for all official traffic 
control devices in California. In the event left turns are not allowed for access to the driveway, 
vehicles would instead use the Windsor Gate located approximately 270 feet further east, which 
operates at LOS A or B during all analyzed conditions.

The Biewener Comments also refer to noise impacts associated with Plymouth Gate, 
however, as explained in detail in Section IV.H, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project 
and cumulative operational noise impacts associated with the Project would be less than 
significant.

With regard to emergency access during Project operations, as explained in Sections 
IVJ.l, Public Services—Police Protection, and IV.J.2, Public Services—Fire Protection, of the 
Draft EIR, all access within and adjacent to the Project Site will comply with the emergency 
access requirements of the Los Angeles Fire Department. As discussed on page IV.J. 1-14 of the 
Draft EIR, the Project would not significantly impact emergency vehicle response times to the 
Project Site, including along City-designated disaster routes, and potential impacts with regard to 
emergency response times would be less than significant.

F. The Project’s EIR Adequately Addresses the Project’s Transportation 
Impacts

The Biewener Comments claim that traffic and safety impacts were insufficiently 
addressed in the EIR, including impacts on Melrose Avenue and the neighborhood south of 
Melrose Avenue. The comments further claim that Melrose Avenue is already overburdened, 
and that “no meaningful new traffic improvements” were proposed.

The Project’s EIR fully analyzes potential traffic impacts in detail in Section IV.K, 
Traffic, Access and Parking, of the Draft EIR. The Project includes a robust transportation 
program that includes measures to encourage alternative modes of transportation, thereby easing 
congestion, as well as physical improvements. The transportation program includes Project 
Design Feature K-l, which requires the preparation and implementation of a transportation 
demand management (“TDM”) program to reduce traffic impacts and ease congestion in the 
area, such as by providing bicycle racks and lockers, funding bicycle infrastructure, promoting 
ridesharing among employees, providing discounted transit passes, and encouraging flexible and 
off-peak work hours. Additionally, Mitigation Measure K-l requires Paramount to initiate, fund, 
and market a Hollywood-area Transportation Management Organization to promote alternative 
modes of transportation. As analyzed in the Project’s EIR, these two programs will help to 
reduce peak-hour trips to and from the Project Site and encourage alternative transportation 
modes. The proposed Project’s transportation program also includes Transportation Systems 
Management improvements, which include signal controller upgrades and closed circuit
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television cameras at key intersections. These improvements are consistent with City policies 
that seek to reduce vehicle miles traveled rather than emphasize physical improvements to 
increase roadway capacity. The transportation program also includes physical improvements at 
Gower Street and Santa Monica Boulevard and Gower Street and Melrose Avenue.

In addition, the City’s analysis of potential neighborhood cut-through traffic did not find 
a potential significant impact to the neighborhood south of Melrose Avenue. However, to 
demonstrate Paramount’s commitment to supporting the community’s transportation 
improvement efforts, Paramount proposed that the Development Agreement include $100,000 
for the Larchmont Village Neighborhood Association to explore measures to reduce traffic in 
their area. In addition, Paramount has agreed to provide an additional $375,000 to Council 
District 4 (which includes the areas south of Melrose Avenue) for neighborhood protection and 
streetscape improvements.

G. The Project’s Historic Preservation Plan Complies with CEQA and Local 
and State Historic Preservation Standards

The Biewener Comments claim that Project construction in proximity to the KCAL 
Building is inconsistent with the National Park Service historic preservation standards and that 
the globe feature on Stage 21 should be retained on-site following the demolition of Stage 21.

Section IV.C, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR provides an analysis of the proposed 
Project’s potential impacts regarding historic resources. As discussed in Section IV.C, Cultural 
Resources, with the implementation of the proposed Specific Plan, including the Historic 
Resources Preservation Plan (which includes provisions related to new construction near the 
KCAL Building), and the proposed mitigation measures, the proposed Project would not result in 
significant impacts to the potential Paramount Pictures Historic District, the potential RKO 
Studios Historic District, or the KCAL Building. The analysis and Historic Resources 
Preservation Plan were completed using the Secretary of the Interior Standards, including those 
that address compatibility of uses.

Based on public input and the recommendations of the City Planning Commission, the 
proposed Specific Plan has been revised to provide for the retention of the globe on-site.

H. The EIR Adequately Addresses the Impacts Related to the Project’s Signage

The Biewener Comments claim that the EIR fails to address aesthetic, blight and safety 
concerns related to signage.

Potential signage impacts were thoroughly evaluated in the EIR. With incorporation of 
the detailed Signage Regulations included in the Draft EIR as Appendix C of the proposed 
Specific Plan, signage would be better integrated within the Project Site because it would be 
guided by a consistent set of development guidelines. As set forth in Sections IV.A.l, 
Aesthetics/Visual Quality and Views, and IV.A.2, Artificial Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR, 
signage impacts associated with visual quality, views, light and glare would be less 
than significant.
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With regard to the size and location of signs, the Specific Plan limits the size of 
individual wall signs to 600 square feet. With regard to digital signage and supergraphics, based 
on public input and the recommendation of the City Planning Commission, digital signage and 
supergraphics will not be permitted on the Project Site.

Potential signage impacts on views and historic buildings

In terms of impacts to views, the Signage Regulations would ensure that Project signage 
is integrated with and enhances the character of the Project Site. Since the 1930s, large-scale 
entertainment signage has been located on the Main Lot’s perimeter. Under the proposed 
Signage Regulations, much of the Project’s signage would continue to promote the Studio’s 
identity, such as through the use of entryway identity signs and perimeter signage devoted to 
entertainment products (e.g., films and television shows). Similar to existing conditions, 
additional signage would be located within the site interior, the majority of which would not be 
visible from off-site. Where signage would be visible from off-site areas, the Signage 
Regulations address the placement of specific types of signs within the context of the 
surrounding environment. Furthermore, signage would be affixed to structures or would be 
placed at the ground level. Thus, views of the Hollywood Hills would not be blocked. In 
addition, based on the types of signage proposed by the Sign Regulations, signage provided at 
the ground level would not be of a size that would block a view of a historic building.

Potential Signage Impacts on Residential Uses and Sleep Patterns

As discussed in Section IV.A.2, Artificial Light and Glare, of the Draft EIR, lighting 
from signage would be similar to or less than the lighting levels already found within the Project 
vicinity and would result in less than significant impacts with regard to artificial light and glare. 
Thus, with incorporation of the Sign Regulations, lighting from signage would not be bright 
enough or create sufficient contrast to interfere with sleep patterns or residential activities.

As noted above, based on public input and the recommendation of the City Planning 
Commission, digital signage and supergraphics will not be permitted on the Project Site.

Potential Signage Impacts on Traffic Safety

The Biewener Comments include various general studies (not related to the Project 
signage) regarding digital signs, signs advertising alcohol and tobacco and signs along highways. 
The Project will not include digital signs or signs along highways. With the exception of the 
replacement of the two existing off-site signs, the other externally visible signage will be limited 
to on-site signs, similar to the existing signage.

As discussed in the EIR, persons driving in the Hollywood area, particularly on arterial 
corridors such as Melrose Avenue, are accustomed to a variety of existing signage in and around 
the area, including the two existing off-site billboard signs on the Project Site and the 
entertainment signs at Melrose Avenue and Gower Street. As noted above, the Project will not 
include digital signs or supergraphics. Accordingly, the signage permitted under the proposed 
Signage Regulations would not be expected to substantially affect traffic safety given the signage 
already present in the vicinity as well as the low traffic speeds pursuant to posted speed limits on
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the surrounding street system. Thus, the Proposed signage would not be expected to result in 
significant impacts associated driver safety and associated pedestrian safety.

Project EIR Analyzes Cumulative Effect of Project Signage

The EIR provided a comprehensive analysis of all lighting sources on a cumulative basis. 
The analysis of potential lighting impacts within Section IV. A.2, Artificial Light and Glare, of 
the Draft EIR is based on a photometric study that analyzed a combination of all potential 
lighting associated with Project buildings and signage. The analysis concluded that with 
common design features, lighting from the Project, including lighting from signage, would be 
less than significant.

The Project area is highly urbanized with a mix of commercial, office, light industrial, 
institutional, and entertainment uses, as well as residential uses. Based on existing lighting levels 
in the area as measured from fourteen locations selected at points of optimal view of the Project 
Site, the EIR concludes that the Project lighting would be consistent with existing lighting, and, 
with incorporation of the project design features, Project impacts with regard to nighttime glare 
would be less than significant.

Similarly, Section IV.A. 1, Aesthetics/Visual Quality and Views, of the Draft EIR 
evaluates the combined impacts of all signage within the Project Site. Specifically, the view 
impacts analysis accounts for all signage within a given viewpoint and the aesthetic impacts 
analysis considered the elevations of the Project Site from all directions with all signage.

I. The EIR Does Not Require Recirculation

The Biewener Comments claim that the EIR Errata identified new significant impacts 
requiring recirculation of the EIR. As explained in the EIR Errata, Section IV.K, Traffic,
Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR identifies a potentially significant impact on Caltrans 
facilities based on a supplemental analysis of Caltrans facilities using Caltrans methodology 
included in the Draft EIR. For consistency purposes, minor revisions were provided in the Errata 
to correct the text in the Executive Summary and Corrections and Additions sections of the Final 
EIR to reflect the analysis included in the EIR. These corrections did not reflect new 
information or different conclusions from the analysis in the EIR.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires recirculation of a Draft EIR when significant 
new information is added to the EIR after public notice for public review of the Draft EIR, but 
prior to certification. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is 
changed in a way that deprives the public of meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 
substantial adverse environmental effect of the project, or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid 
such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project proponents have declined 
to implement. The supplemental analysis of Caltrans facilities was included in the Draft EIR, 
and the public had meaningful opportunity to review and comment on it. The minor corrections 
set forth in the Errata did not introduce new information regarding the Project or its impacts, or 
the environmental setting. Therefore, no recirculation is required.
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J. The City Planning Commission’s Letter of Determination Complies with 
CEQA Certification Procedures and the City’s Approval Process Complies 
with Applicable Due Process, Notice and Tract Map Review Procedures

Contrary to the assertion in the Biewener Comments, the City has complied with CEQA’s 
certification requirements and the City’s notice and hearing procedures. The Deputy Advisory 
Agency and Hearing Officer conducted a noticed concurrent public hearing on May 16, 2016, to 
receive public testimony on the proposed entitlements and environmental documents. The 
Deputy Advisory Agency issued its letter of determination on June 7, 2016, approving Tentative 
Tract 71751, certifying the EIR and adopting the MMP. Ms. Biewener appealed the Advisory 
Agency’s determination, and on July 14, 2016, the City Planning Commission denied Ms. 
Biewener’s appeal and approved technical corrections to Tentative Tract No. 71751. The City 
Planning Commission is the recommending body with respect to certain entitlements (e.g., the 
specific plan) and decision-making body with respect to the Tentative Tract. As such the 
Planning Commission, further recommended approval of the remaining entitlements, and 
certification of the EIR and accompanying environmental clearance documents.

Following Ms. Biewener’s current appeal of the City Planning Commission’s decision on 
the Tentative Tract Map, the City Council has 30 days to hear the appeal unless extended by the 
Applicant and City. Additionally, the City Council will consider the Tentative Tract Map appeal 
following the recommendation of the City Planning Commission and review by its Planning and 
Land Use Management Committee, at a public hearing. Further the City Council, following 
consideration by the Planning and Land Use Management Committee will consider the other 
entitlements. This process is in compliance with CEQA, as well as the City’s procedures.
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